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PREFACE. 


For tho third, and in all probability tho last time, this 
work (now thirty years old) is again presented to the 
public, or rather to that portion of it whi as time and 
interest for poetry and aesthetic criticism. If 1 consider 
the three editions as one work I can say that I have, though 
with some interruptions, devoted almost my whole life to 
it. Accordingly it must be self-evident that these three 
editions are not exactly tho same. Tho second appeared 
twenty years ago ; and still contains an echo of that 
youthful enthusiasm which originally gave rise to the 
work. This enthusiasm has long since given way to the 
calmer, cooler and more accurately weighing reflection of 
maturer yt^ars, which no longer has an eye merely for tlu* 
excellencies, but also for the defects of its object, — I do 
not know whether to the advantage or the detriment of 
my work. At all events, I have endeavoured to be just, 
not only in dealing with tho censure which my views and 
interpretations have met with, but also as regards the 
enumeration of faults and failings which have recently 
been pointed out in Shakspeare’s works and been set forth 
in opposition to the German Shakspeare-enthusiasts. 
Should I have succeeded in coming but one step nearer to 
the truth, this at least would bo a merit of the new edition. 

As regards the tirst Books, however, I have found but 
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little to alter. These Books I may call the historical 
part, inasmuch as their substance consists chiefly in an 
account of the dcvolo])mont of the English drama before 
Shakspeare s time, a biograjdiy of the poet and a charac- 
terisation of his immediate prcdec<‘ssors, contemporaries 
and direct successors in the domain of dramatic poetry. 
In these ]'>arts, almost the only omissions I have had to make 
refer to those documents which had been admitted intt) 
the second edition of J. P. Collier’s work, and had gene- 
rally been considered gemuine, but arc })robably forgeries. 
Connected with these negative corrections arc the })ositive 
ones which, however, taken as a whole, arc but the un- 
important results of recent investigations into the literary 
history concerning Shakspeare and his time. My judg- 
ment on the dramatic poets of Shakepeare’s ago has also 
been but little questioned, and has in all essential points 
been corroborated by Fr. Bodenstedt and by A. Mezieres, 
the eminent French critic and literary historian. In tlio 
few points in which they difier from my views, 1 have 
either modified my oi)inions or endeavoured, by further 
remarks, to justify them. 

I must, however, observe that Shakspearc’s predecessors 
and successors are of imj)ortance only in so far as they 
form, so to say, the foil, the framework and the background 
to the poetical figure of Shakspeare. I have characterised 
them only in order to place Shakspearo’s dramatic style 
and artistic greatness in a clearer light. 'This greatness, in 
my opinion, does not consist merely in his eminent genius 
for dramatic art, but quib^ as nimdi in the inner nature of 
his own personal character and his view of life, which is 
as deeply ethical as it is highly poetic. And in regard to 
this point I have been able to cimcedo but little to Hum 
who oppose Shakspeare and find fault with my views. 
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Renewed and careful investigation and consid(?ration have, 
in essential points, rather confirnicd nui in what I had 
said concerning the s})irit and stylo of Shakspeare's works 
in the secjond edition. But I admit that it is natural, nay 
that every one has a certain right to hud that which lie 
looks for in a great j»oet, and to intcr})ret his works in 
that spirit which to him is truth and beauty. Hence 1 
am no longer surprised that Sliakspeare has been made a 
pantheist, a naturalist, a sensualist, and an atheist. I claim 
only the right to establish my opposite view, and demand 
fi'om the unprejudiced student a conscientious examination 
of the proofs to which 1 appeal. In this respect the principal 
ipiestion to be discussed must refer to the ethical character 
of Shakspeare’s dramas. For a truly ethical view of life 
is not compatible either with atheism or with a consistent 
pantheism or naturalism. 

The aim and object of my work, as I think I may here 
repeat, was at the very outset pre-eminently of an a^sthe* 
tic nature, lienee I have pursued the study of the histori- 
cal developniont of the Fnglish drama — of the spirit of 
Shakspeare’s age, of the style and character of the drama- 
tic poets before and contemporaneous with Shaksiieare — 
farther than lias usually been done in the interest of 
jesthetic impiiries, solely in order to ascertain more accu- 
rately, and to throw a clearer light upon, the esthetic 
fundamental views of Sliakspeare, liis conception of the 
tragic and the comic, his manner of treating history, the 
laws of liis composition, his delineation of cliaracter, and 
his style and diction. For aesthetic criticism, also, lias its 
history ; and the taste of every artist, liven of tlie greatest. 
Jiis sense of the beautiful, and consequently his msthetical 
principles, or more correctly the motives which guide him 
in determining form and construction, arc dependent upon 
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his position in history, upon his position in life, and upon 
the spirit and character of his luition and ago. 

Accordingly, in tlie critical examination of Shakspeare’s 
dramas, I have directed my attention more especially to 
the deterinination of the form, the construction of every 
drama as one independent wliole, i.e., to the connectioii 
of the several parts, and to the unity which binds and 
holds them all togetlier : not only the action and the 
movements of its development, but also the characters, 
relations, and conditions of the dramatic personages, the 
diction and versification, scenery, and mode of repre- 
sentation. For this unity — ^which, though in itself 
internal, is revealed to the a3sthotic eye in the formation 
and composition of the whole — is the condition of all 
harmony, and thus of all beauty, and again of the work 
of art as a work of art. This inner unity I call the idea 
not of the artist, but of liis work, because, I think that, 
in the first place, it belongs to his work and — if it is to 
be a work of art — nmst belong to it, even allowing that 
the artist may not have been conscious of it wlien sketch- 
ing or working out his drama. Hut I think that the idea 
must— even though but half consciously — have floated 
before the poet’s mind as an undefined something, or 
merely instinctively as the impulse of his aiming at the 
beautiful, his pleasure and love for the beautiful, his sense 
of beauty, and must therefore have been tlie guiding rule 
of his artistic activity. A ruling, guiding thought, such 
as this, which is the condition of the development of the 
subject-matter into a work of art, is called in eesthetics 
by the name of idea. 

Those of my readers, therefore, who are not fond of ideas, 
who believe that a dramatic poem is a series of scenes, 
characters, deeds, and events ranged at will, who can see 
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only that which is externally perceptible, or with the eye 
of solier, realistic understanding, stick at individual parts, 
ascribing their connection to accident, to caprice, to the 
poet’s temporary disposition and state of mind, to external 
circumstances and relations, or again, those who — in place 
of endeavouring by means of a reproducing imagination, to 
comprise all its various parts into one harmonious organism 
with design and purport, not merely of single motives and 
impulses, but animated by one soul — prefer to examine 
the si3ots, gaps, and ine(pialities, faults and blunders of a 
dramatic composition with a scientific microscrope (the 
use of which would make the finest colouring of a painting 
a series of blots of paints) will perhaps be disappointed. 
Those also will bo disa])i)ointed who hope to find, in- 
the ideas of which I speak, only the leading conceptions 
of his own, or some other philosophical system, the 
maxims and tendencies of his own, or some other view of 
life prevailing at the time. But even though I must still 
maintain that in Shakspeare’s dramas wo have a reflection 
of a definite view of life carried out in its essential 
features, yet this view which Shakspearo formed tor 
himself was not a philosophical but a poetical one, was 
not the concattmation of sharply defined ideas, well or ill 
dove-tailed into one another, but the reflex of a deep, 
finely strung mind, which mirrored forth tlie world 
clearly and purely, not the dead result of maxims, views, 
and inferences of a dry common sense reflection, but the 
living products of a rich experience playing in manifold 
forms and colours, of a clear mind, and of a feeling as 
pure as it is intense, and rising to enthusiasm for all 
things beautiful, good, and true — in short, a view of life 
which seeks to fill up the gaps of human knowledge, not 
by subtle speculation, by hollow, abstract ideas, inferences, 



X 


PREFACE. 


and conclusioiiB wrling from them, hut by the imagination 
sustained by a feeling for what is bcautilul. And it^is no 
predilection for any })hilosophical method of contemplat- 
ing things, no special philosophical ideas, ajsthetic princi- 
ples and postulates, but the direct impressions and thoughts 
excited by them, that have awakentid in mo the conviction 
that 81iakspcaro’s plays are based u})on a definite, well- 
ordered, and, in itself, harmonious view of lile, which is 
developed in them step by step, and is over clearly ex- 
hibited. 

Starting with such a conviction I h.ave endeavoured to 
discover this view of life under the dillereiit forms and 
colours in which it is reflected in Shakspeare’s dramas, and 
conceived and re 2 )resented from dilferent points of view. 
And what I have found in 8hakspeare must, I think, 
apply to every true i)oet, because, in fact, it belongs to 
the nature of poetry. I am, therehm', convinced that every 
living poet, were ho to be asked, would — in spite of the 
realism to whicli ho perha])s inclines — support mo when 
I say that ho too has his own view of life, which not only 
forms the basis of his poems, but is also expressed in his 
works in the different conceptions and under the difterevt 
colours and lights in which life appears, ac^cording as if is 
regarded from one or the other stand-j)oint. It thus becomes 
necessary that there should bo a definite substance of 
thought for that inner unity in the formation and con- 
struction of every drama ; the various conceptions of the 
one general view which life accpiires in the poetic imagi- 
nation according to the dilferent stand j)oints, are sub- 
stantially the ideas which guided Shakspeare in his artistic 
activity, they are the normative central thoughts, or, as 
Goethe says : ‘ the ideas to which he referred all the details.’ 
Goethe, even ‘old’ Goethe, could not possibly have founl 
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such ideas in Shakspearo’s poems had he not himself been 
consck)us that he, too, like every poet, had allowed 
himself to be guided by ideas in this sense. 

I do not, however, at all imagine that I have, in all 
cases, discovered or correctly apprehended Shakspeare’s 
ideas. What I offer to the reader are but attempts, 
opinions, and hypotheses which every one is at liberty to 
correct, to complete, or to alter. I think that every one 
who feels as I do will not rest satisfied till he has succeeded 
in comprehending the several parts of a work of art in 
the unity of a fundamental view, and thus brought the 
multiplicity of the phenomena into one harmonious whole. 
I give duo consideration to the language and versification, 
the motives of the action, the drawing and the right 
understanding of the dominant characters in Shakspeare’s 
dramas, and, whore necessary, give a detailed and careful 
analysis of them, still even this consideration is always 
dependent upon the endeavour to point out the inner 
point of unity in the whole; such considerations are to 
me but a means to an end. 

Having perused the revised proof sheets of the following 
translation, which were kindly sent to me, I take this 
opportunity of expressing my thanks and acknowledgments 
to the translator and to the publishers. The translation, I 
think, is executed with greater fidelity and a more correct 
understanding than that of other similar works. It will, 
therefore, as far as form is concerned, worthily fulfil its 
object in being a small contribution to the great wealth of 
Shakspearian literature in England. It would give mo 
much pleasure and satisfaction, were I to find that the 
Buhstanco of my book itself met with the sympathy and 
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approval of the English public, more especially of English 
Shakspearian scholars, for whoso judgment I entertain the 
highest esteem and regard. In pure, profound veneration 
for the great poet, I venture to think that my work is nut 
inferior to that of any English writer on the subject. 


Halle, Marchj 1876. 


H. ULRICI. 
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BOOK L 

SKETCH OF THE HISTORY OF THE ENGLISH DRAMA 
DOWN TO THE TIME OF SHAKSPEARE. 


CHAPTER I. 

THE MYSTERIES, OR MIRACLE PLAYS. 

All art is in its origin connected with religion. Strange 
as this may sound, in regard to the structure and position 
of the modern drama, still it is no less certain that 
the Church was also its birth-place. This has been dis- 
puted by referring to the earlier dramatic attempts of the 
Christian ora, to EzechieFs ‘ Life of Moses, ^ to the Xpioro? 
iraa-x^v (which is said to have been written in the fourth 
century, by Gregory of Nazianzus, but probably belonged 
to a more recent date), to the ‘ Querolus ’ of Ausonius and 
his ‘ Ludus septem sapientium,’ to the ‘ Ocipus,’ an alle- 
gorical comedy, to the ‘ Judicium Vulcani ’ and others, from 
the sixth to the ninth century, and lastly to the dramas 
of the well-known Hroswitha, a nun of Gandersheim 
(^about the year 980), which are tales in dialogue written in 
Latin prose, and, as she herself says, imitations of Terence. 
However, certain as it is that these most ancient examples 
of dramatising a freely chosen subject have nothing to 
do with either religion or the Church, but are directly 
connected with the theatrical representations and the 
dramatic compositions of the ancients, as certain is it that 
they have little or nothing to do with the origin of the 



2 


BISTORT OF THE ENGLISH DRAMA. 


[book I. 


modern drama. They were works of learning, written by 
priests and monks who were acquainted with ancient litera- 
ture, and were probably often mere exorcises in literary 
industry, specimens of a dead erudition, which if they 
were ever acted, scarcely ever crossed the threshold of 
the monasteries. In later times this connection between 
modem art and the remains of ancient culture, which was 
never entirely interrupted, certainly did become of im- 
portance; the latter essentially contributed to the de- 
velopment and to the perfecting of the former. But the 
origin of our drama lies elsewhere; its first beginnings 
were the so-called Mysteries or Miracle Flays, and these, 
without any traceable influence from those earlier at- 
tempts, arose directly out of the rites of the Catholic 
Church, even though under the influence of the life and 
culture of the peoj)le. 

Tlie origin of Mysteries has been explained in various 
ways and traced to difierent sources ; and no doubt various 
causes did co-operate in bringing to light the first germs 
of the modern drama. It must especially bo regarded 
as of high importance that the taste for scenic representa- 
tions had remained in full vigour among the nations of 
soTithern Europe, ever since the time of the Boraans, and 
thus .supported the class of mimes, pantomimes, and 
his tri ones against the attacks of the clergy ; in northern 
Europe, however, this taste made common cause with the 
di'amatic elements of the old heathen worship, and the 
])opular customs connected therewith.* The germ, how- 
ever, doubtless lay from the very commencement in the 
early Christian form of worship.j This germ, which only 

* Dramatic dements of this kind, according to J. Grimm, arc found 
in the so-called Juf-Spidl, the Wichtcl-ISpiel, Baren- Spiel, Pfingst-Spiel, 
Oster-Spiel, etc., wliich he characterises as the first attempts of dramatic 
art, Deuimhe Mytholocjie, 2nd edition, p. 744 ; compare also pp. 410, 
740, 1200, 1216). 

t The following are the works made use of for this history of the 
origin and development of Mysteries:— ‘ The Harrowing of Hell,’ a 
miracle play written in the reign of Edward II., now first published, 
etc. by J. 0. IhillhcelU I^ondon, 1840. ‘ The Towneley Mysteries,’ 
London, 1836 (in the Publications of the Snrtccs Society, edited by 
Hunter.) ‘ The Chester Plays ;* a collection of Mysteries, etc., edit, 
by Th, Wright, Lond., Printed for the Shakspeare Soc. 1843. 
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required air, light, and warmth for its development, lay in 
the representative and picturesque character which the 
early Christian (Greek) liturgy received with its first 
definite forms, and ever continued to develop.* Hence 
that custom of the earliest Church, according to which 
the priest, while reading the sacred stories (of the Gospels 
and the Epistles), used to unfold a roll, whicli, on the 


* Ludus Coventriae :* a Collection of Mysteries, etc., edit, by J. (). 
NaUiwell, Load., Pr. f. t. Sh. S. 1841. TP. Marriott: ‘A Collection 
English Miracle Plays (»r Mysteries,* etc., Basil, 1838. Tli, Sharp . 
‘ A Dissertation on tlio Pageants or Dramatic Mysteries, anciently 
performed at Coventry by the Trading Companies of that City.' 
Coventry, 1825. Th, Ihuchim: ‘The Origin of the English Drama,’ 
etc., London, 1775, vol. i. J. P. Collier: ‘The History of Englisli 
Dramatic PoetiV,’ etc., liOiid., 1831, vol i. Th. Wright: ‘Early 
IMysteries and other Latin Poems of the Twelfth and Thirteenth 
Centuries,’ etc., liOiul, 1844 (contains, among others, the ten Latin 
Mysteries of the twolftli century, from a IMS. in the library of Orleans, 
hence of B'rench origin, which have been published by Monmerque : 
‘ Mysteria et Mirncula ad seeutim ordinata, in ccenobis olim a monachis 
reprjoseiit.’ etc., Paris, 1831). A. Ehcrt: ‘Juhrbucli fur romanisclie 
ii. engllsche Litcratur,’ Berlin, 1858-53. ‘llilurii veiviis et liidi,’ Ed. 
ChampoWon-Figeac^ Paris, 1838. Achille Juhitud: ‘ Mystcres intfdits 
du XVme siecle,’ Paris, 1837. Monmerque et F. Michel : ‘ Th(Titre 
Erau(;,ais an m(»yen age,* l‘ar. 1830. VioUet-le-Duo : ‘Anclen Tlunitre 
Fran(;ais, ou col lection des oiivruges dramatiques depuis les Mysteres 
jusqu’a Corneille,’ Paris, 1854. V. Luzarche : ‘Office de Paqnes ou 
do la Resurrection, accompagne de la notation niusicale,’ etc., ‘d*aprtH 
i nil manuserit du XHme siccle,’ Touns, 185G. The mme : ‘ Adam, 
f dramc auglo-norman du Xllmo siecle,’ Tours, 1854. Fez : ‘ Thesaurus 
Anoedot. nov.’ t. ii. p. iii. col. 185, sqq. Docen, ‘ In v. Aretin’s Beitriige 
zur Gesch. iind Literaliif,’ vol. vii. IT. Hoffmann: ‘ Fundgruben fiir 
Geschichte deutscher Spraciio und Litcratur,* part ii., Breslau, 1837. 
Mane : ‘ Scliauspielo des Mittelalters,’ Carlsruhe, 184(1. Freitag : ‘ De 
initio seeuicic poesis ap. Germauos,* BeroL, 1838. Gerviuus: ‘Gesch. 
der pootisclicn Natioiial-Literatur der Deutschen,* vol. ii. p. 350 tf. 
Vilmar: ‘Geschichte d. deutseh. National-Liter,” p. 360 If. E. 
Jhvrient : ‘ Gescliiehto d. deiitsch. Schauspielkuiist,” vol. i., Leipzig, 
1848. A. KohtrMn: ‘ Gruiulrisz der Gesch. d. dcutscli. National- 
Literatur,* 2nd edition, Leipzig, 1847, vol. i. p. 403 f. 7v, Hose : ‘ Das 
geistliche Scliauspiel, Gcschichtliche Uebersichi,’ TiCipz., 1858. K. 
Fartach : ‘ Das illteste dcutsclic Passions-Spiel,* Vienna, 1803. 

* This similarity in form between the early Christian liturgy and 
Greek tragedy, is very ingeniously pointed out by J. L. Klein; 
Veschichte dea JDramaSy vol. iv.; Geschichte des lUdietiischen Dramay^ 
Leipzig, 18GG, i. 3 ff. 
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side turned towards the congregation, displayed a figured 
representation of that portion of the Scriptures which was 
being read ; those tJiereforo who did not understand the 
words, or could not readily follow them, might, by looking 
at the picture, be instructed in the contents of the lesson, 
and thus have their understanding and feelings aroused. 
It was for the same reason that, in the fourth century, the 
walls of churches were adorned with pictures ; the same 
reason then gave rise to the introduction of altar-pieces, 
crucifixes, the so-called Bihlia pawperum (picture Bibles), 
as also to the more and more expanded and increased 
number of tlie reqjoDsoria and auii 2 )honia\ the construction 
of which inclines to the characters of a dialogue.* In 
short, the appeal to the eye, as a means of odififiation, was 
from the very first an element of the early Christian form 
of Avoiship. Even in tlu^ first centuries this element aj:)- 
pears to have developed into a specnes of representation 
in the form of tableaux rirant.% Avhich becannj interwoven 
with the liturgy; at all events in the fifth century, certain 
incidents in Cospol history, such as tlic Adoration of the 
\\ iso Men, the Marriage at Cana, Ac., were repi t'sented 
at high festivals in this manner.f When, in later time's, 
the Cliurch had devclo])ed itself int(‘rnally, and, at a still 
later date, when directing its attention more to external 
matters, it endeavoured to furnish the ficcpiired contents 
with form and sha])e, and to endow the power of the 
s])irit with sovereignty over the body, when, accordingly, 
the sense of the inner eye, as it wcj'c, awf)ke, and (‘xcited 
in the imagination an ungovernabhj desire for sight- 
seoing, drivine; men into distant and strange lands in 
search of wonderful adventures (wdiicli gave rise to 
crusades and pilgrimages, the jouriKjys of adventurous 
knights, and led to the rise of *th(i plastic arts from the 
twelfth c(3ntury), then the ju'iests were more energetic in 
their endeavours to give to the litiirgic actions a mor(' and 
more ])lastic and sensuous cjliaracter. On liigh festivals, 
narrative hymns, such as the so-called se(pi(>nces and 

* Th(3 principal eloiuents of this kind have hoen collected by 
y>n Seliack ((trychichtfi d. dramaL LiUrat. u. Kunat hi iShanitny 
Beilin, IS 15, i. UMF.). . 

t Jiibinnl, p. viii. ; Klein, p. 15 f. 
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prosGB* were introduced into the liturgy, and accompanied 
by representations in tbo form of tableaux vimnts. On 
Good Friday, a crucifix was erected, round wliich the 
priests assembled and recited Christ’s Passion in alternat- 
ing chants, after which, amid funeral lamentations, the 
crucifix was placed in a kind of grave below the altar ; 
on Easter Sunday, however, it was again brought forth 
and the Kesurrcctioii was celelnated.f Pliis rite, dis- 
tinguished as the paasio^ aepultara et rcsurrectlo, was called 
a Mysterium. Soon, the three ]\Iarics and the angel were 
added, the former to anoint Christ’s body, the latter to 
inform them that He liad risen from the dead. Tlien 
the other principal characters— Christ, Maiy, and John — 
were entrusted to certain persons who had only to say or 
sing the words belonging to the diiTerent characters. 
Subsequently the coming and going of the various ])ersons 
introduced the first beginning of an action, a numl>er of 
groups were formed, and life and motion were given to the 
picture. J.astly, the pers(ms repi*esenting the difierent 
characters received dresses adajded to their parts, mimick- 
ing and gestures came of themselves, and the result was 
a dramatic Mysterium, a religious play.X 

* These originally were simply musical and melodious modulations 
on the end of the great dox^»l«),iry, In scenla tte-enJorum — Amra; in lattr 
times the so-called /mpro/« ref, the iStubat tlie JJu.-i irn:, 

were nsed instcatl, and received tlic sume naiii<-. rroinv were, umoiig 
other tilings, reprchuntations from tin* lives of the saints. 

Grieshuber. Urhpr die ()iit€r(it(jnun(f Vietiinrf iKi.-irhali nnd dt^nn 
Jhziehung zu den relbfiomi i><ihauspivli ti dcs Mittikdiera. Karlsbad, 
1844. 

I Of course the dminatic element was at ilrst not perfectly pure. 
The action and the speeclies of (he persons represented, were still fn- 
(piently interwoven with aidiphoni.r and wliicli menly 

narrated facts in the words of tlie Scriptures. Kveii after the IMv^^teri* !* 
pass(‘d from the Katin into the ]K>pul.ir iilium, pass^gi's like thetc still 
occur. For instanci;, the two Eu>ter-play.s jmblislied hy V. l.uzarche — ■ 
the first of whicliis wiitteii iu a very simple style and is still for the 
niost part musical, tlic second of which was however no Ittngcr acted 
in the cliurcli, hut on an o|hmi spat'O in front of lh»‘ chiireli door — 
contain several Katin hymn.s wliieli were sung hy a choir. And in a 
Passion-play, half Kalin ajul half (ierman, from a manuscript of liie 
thirteenth c(aitury(in Jiotfmann, loc. vit.) after the speeches of Martlia 
tud of Mary Magdalene, where they eomplain to the I.ord that lie was 
not with them to save their brother from death, it is expressly pre- 
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It cannot bo exactly determined at what period theso 
representations wore first introduced, or how rapidly they 
became transformed into the actual drama ; this seems to 
have been different in dillbrent countries. In g'oneral the 
origin of Mysteries coincides with the beginning of the 
Crusades and witli the develo])mont of the jdastic arts, that 
is, it belongs to the second half of tlie eleventh and to 
the commencement of the twolftli century. France, how- 
ever, appears to have a well-founded claim to priority in 
this respect ; the predilection and talent of the French 
])eople for plays and dramatic represeutatious, their innate 
love of form, the restlessni^ss and elasticity of the French 
national character, seem in this case to have first matured 
the germs of dramatic art. At all events Mysteries are 
found in France as eaily as the eleventh eentiiry, whereas 
we have no trace of them in Germany, Fngland, or Spain 
till the twelfth century. The ‘ Mystere de la Xativite ’ and 
the four Latin Mysteries — the first two of whieli treat of 
the Adoration of the Magi, and the Murder of the Iniioeents 
at Bothlehom, the last two of the Kesurveetion of Cdirist 
and His meeting the disciples on the road to Kminaus — 
])rove that in France jMystiTies were perturmed m)t only at 
Faster, but also at Christmas, as eaily as the eleventh 
ctmtury. In, France, moreover, the livst e(.*clesiastico- 
dramatical representations seem not only to have treated 
of Biblical subjects, but also of the lives of the saints ; thus 
the dramatic element ap})ears to liave b(.‘en developed from 
two different quarters. The lirst pie(;e, in the- collection 
edited by F. Michel, which in tlio old nianuscri2)t bears the 


scribed : ft sie tncendo CJernu canh t : ‘ iJotuhim 

Lnzari ad momnninitiiin lacrimatm eA voram JadrU' tt vlamahat. 
Several passages Jibe this occur in the al)ove inciitioacd play, which 
is certainly older than the MS. in which it exists. KowcC^r, it is 
just such inhu-polatioHs which ilistiuctly prov (3 the laautu'r, ^pokcll of 
above, in whicli the so-cMllcd My.'^torics arose out of divijio worship 
itself (compare the dcKjriptiori of the feist of the K(‘surrcction, from 
a Zurich MS., of the year I2r,0 in Monc, l.r., p, Jl). Hence it is not 
probable that, as J. Grimm thought, tlie so-callcil Mv.4crii-s did not at 
lirst originate in the Cliuioli, but out of tiio ‘ vi'rv uucient beathcii or 
secular partiality for plays, wliioli found its way into the Clmrch • ’ for 
the most ancient plays of tliis kind were still performed in the Latin 
language (See Kobeiatein, i.o., p. lOd, note). 
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title of Oc de mulierihuft^ and represents the parable of the 
Foolish Virgins, is, in my opinion, directly connected with 
the so-called Epistolm farsitWy and is in itself perhaps 
nothing but a development of the eplstola far sit a with 
more of a dramatic form. This supposition is supported 
not only by the character of the whole piece, the rather 
regular exchange of passages from the Bible in Latin and 
verses with couplets in the Langue d’Oc, as also by the 
musical signs, which in the old manuscript are given 
throughout above the text, but more especially by the 
sudden transition from the parable of the Foolish Virgins 
to the Christological propdiecics of the Old Testament. Tlie 
‘Ludus super iconia S. Nicolai,’ by llilarius, from the 
twelfth centiny, and puldislied by Champollion-Figeac, 
seems to be merely a dramatised cpistola farsifa. At least, 
hero too, the actual speeches in Latin alternate with 
refrains in the Komano-French dialect.* But the episfohe 
farsiUn which were common in France, at least as early as 
the eleventli century, were chants sung alternately by the 
deacon and two eccb'siastics, or, according to others, by the 
clergy and the congregation, in which the former used 
the Latin, the latter the vernacular, in relating the acts 
and suiferings of a saint (more frequently those of Saint 
Stephen and S. Nicholas); they had probaldy originated 
out of the so-called prosoi (edifying descriptions from the 
life and the miracles of the saints, several of which are 
contained in the rituals of the eleventli and twelfth 
centuiies).'|' 

dlie epistolcc farsita\ moreover, appear to have been the 
means i)f introducing the language of the people into the 
l\Iysterics. For when these bt'camo more and more drama- 
tised, it jwubably became the custom to lot the people 
take part in the nqirescnfatioti by giving musical re- 
8})onscs, and the popular idiom thus gradually passed over 
into the actual Mysteries. This, in the first place, gave 

* Also, No. 1, ill AVrijijht’d Uarhj MyiaterieSy p. 3, sq., likewise a 
Miracle play of Saint Nicliolas and belonging to the twelfth ctiitury, 
with its VLjK'tition of the lines, makes the impression of a mere alter- 
nating chant among the acting persons. Yet it is Latin throughout. 

+ «)nhinnl, i. p. 9, Idcler, Geschichte der AUfranz. Nat, -Liter., 
p. 228. 
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rise to those inlays in ^vliich the language of the Church 
alternates with the profane dialects in a confused medley.'^ 
Moreover, the increasing fondness of the ])eopie, and of the 
priests themselves, for these representations, the greater 
development and more complicated construction which 
gradually surrounded th(‘se latter, and which rendered the 
v/hole performance iinintelligihle without the knowledge 
of the words (thus thwarting the objt.'ct which the Church 
had intendeil), and lastly, the participation of the laity in 
the r('})resentation no dead)! essentially contributed to the 
addition of a })araphrase in the vcTiiacular. 'J’his para- 
phrase was in the lirst instance placed siile by side with 
the iiitei’polated L itiii lines not already known from the 
liturgy, and afterwards by tlie side of the liturgical ])assages 
themselves,! and this in the mul gradually resulted in the 
Latin disappearing entire!' from the jdays. 

The more the dramatic} element developed towards a 
more perfect purity, the more the musical (‘lenient, which 
had at tirst jiredomiiiated, necessarily disappeared. Many 
of the ohh st IMysteries in the old MSS. are furnished 
throughout with musi(* * * § al signs, and, to judge from these, 
they wt'rc doubth.}ss not spoken but chanted. Yet there 
seems from the very beginning to have been a dilVerence in 
the musical recitation, which in the (jld MSS. is indicated 
by the ex})r(‘ssions dia re and niutnre. This is the case in 
the above-mentioned old I*a-sioie|)lay,! foi', although with 
fi}W exciiptimis there are musical signs above the text 
throughout, still it has alternat(‘ly : hir Magdalrna cantet, hie 
Jesus cautando^ etc., but, Jis fn.‘(|uently, Zaehans dicit, Jesus 
respondet, Pliavisteus dintf, etc.§ ^Tliis was probably the 
same difference as has existed at all times in the Catholic 

* Several (}xaiii])h'.s of thi.x are given in ^licliol, Iloffniaiin, and Mono 
in the works already ri'fern'd to. 

t See No. 7 in Moiie, p. 72 sq. 

j See IJnfftnaiiTi. p. 24.‘), 

§ Wo find th(! s:imn di.MJnelioo between tin' and direre in 
the old Latin iMystendes ot h’reiieh origin (Moiiiiienpie and VV^right, Z.o.) 
which treat of Bildi.-al sulyect.'^, and \ulli wliieli tlio.sts in Pez atid Mono 
fr(;m the German MSS. liave tlui greatest similarity in stylo and 
character, except that they are more, d(;tail(Mi smd more dramatically 
developed. Ihis is esp* cially the case with No. 1 , * Jlerodis 8 niag«'- 
um Adoratio’ in Wright, U, pp. 21-28. But the diccre greatly 
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liturgy between a more recitative and a more melodious, 
modulating, or chanting delivery. The more the Mysteries 
became something apart from the actual service of the 
Church and were a special addition, the more it seems that 
the musical recital passed over into simple declamation, 
that the latter became the chief performance, and that the 
chant or song (as in the case of our so-called melodramas 
or vaudevilles), was merely an interpolation. In thiJi 
respect, also, France ap})ears to have led the way; the 
French have little talent for music, but all tlie more for 
rhetoric. Still, as long as the Mysteries remained in the 
hands of the clergy, the musical element seems in all 
cases to have retained a more or less important part. It 
is very likely that it was not till the time of its transition 
from its original home in the bosom of the Church, and 
its entering the free wide w<;rld, that the jMysteiy com- 
pletely cast aside its musical shroud, and t(.>ok the form 
of the recitative drama, even though with the occasional 
insertion of songs. 

This transition is of the utmost importance for the 
development of the ^Mysteries, and conse(iuently for the 
history of dramatic art. It seems to have occurred in 
different ways at different times in different countries. 
One cause or occasion lay in the first instance in the 
degenerate manner in which the Mysterii‘S wei'e now 
sometimes rei)resented, even by the priests themselves. 
As early as the year 1210 Pope Innocent III.* prohibited 
the degenerate ludi thcatralm, with obscene gestures, rude 
jokes, and monstrous masks from being ])erl\)rmed in the 
churches, and the clergy from taking ])art in them. The 
more dramatised tlie Mysteries became, and the greater 
the skill demanded for their represen titi on, the mt)re the 
clergy themselves not only permitted, but claimed the 
participation of the laity ; hence the latter no longer 
merely joined the choir but began also U) take part in 
the performance. It thus came to pass that the so-called 
homines vagi^ that is, the wandering jugglers (jongleurs). 


predominates, a proof that the* musical element began to decrease in 
the French Mystt ries, probably us early as the twelfth a iituiy. 

* ‘Corp. Jur. Canon, LC.' 
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dancers, mummers and jesters by profession, broko 
through the wall which until then had se}iaratod them 
from the Cliureh ; tlioy soon found their services enlisted 
on account of their skill in music, tlieir readiness in 
making jokes, and their mimic and dramatic talents, and 
became indispensable for certain parts, such as the 
merchant, the mountebank or doctor. Tliese ])eoi)le in 
very early times, that is, from their first appearance 
soon after the migration of nations, liad connected them- 
selves witli the mementoes of ante-Christian times wliich 
still existed among tlie ])eople, and with tlio remains of 
heathen customs and religious ideas. They also practised 
quackery and sorcery, and not only continmal to recite 
ancient legends and mythological tales in tluiir songs, but 
also in their so-called cures made use of ancient rites, and 
ancient forms of sorcery and exorcisms. Ilut they also 
played all kinds of jminks with the ancient divinities, they 
represented them in masks and disguises, and as early as 
the twelfth century a])i}ear to have laid the foundation 
of the Mummings wliich subsccpiently became so popular.* 
800T1 after this the young juen in the larger towns imitated 
these Mnmminga and mimic jokes ; this gradually gave rise 
to the carnival pla^ys, and the people began to take more 
and more pleasure in masquerades and sjiectacular plays. 
'When, therefijre, the ecclesiastical plays were first accepted, 
and the popular wit had taken hold of thein, it was natural 
that they were soon no longer performed in tlie confined 
space of churches, but a(ded in the streets and in the open 
places, at first with the co-operation of the clergy. Jly 
degrees the latter may have withdraAvn their assistance 
entirely, and the plays may have been given on festivals 
by the members of the companies and guilds indei)endcntly 
of the clergy. 

This was no doubt generally the course of events. At 
first the Mysteries a[)pear to have thereby gained consider- 
ably in artistic development, in form and suhstanc(\ with- 
out losing their plastic, solemn, moral, and religious 
character. In my opinion, at all events, it is chiefly tho 
transition of tho Mystery from tho Church into tho hands 


Compare Grimm : Deutsche Mythologie, Ed. 1st, p. 288 f. 
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of tbe people, that explains the great and (as it seems) 
the sudden progressive development which commenced in 
(Germany wi tl i tl ui fourteenth century. This is evident from 
the plays prt served from that period.* In the thirteenth 
century it was only some of the principal events from 
Sacred History, such as the Passion, the so-called Lament 
of Mary JMagdahmc, and the Kesurrection of Christ, that 
were repr(is(‘nt(?d, and these in general gave briefly the chief 
features from tlie Bil)le ; in the fourteenth century, however, 
wo already iind (jyclical and artistically arranged composi- 
tions embracing the whole life and sufferings of t'hrist, from 
His baptism upwards, or at all events, the complete story 
of Ilis childhood. The Piblical substance was expanded by 
freely invented characters, such as Rufus, the wife of Pilate, 
etc. ; the whole piece rcMjeived more action and dramatic 
animation. It Av.as natural that with the disappearance 
of the clerical and liturgic restraints, such as the con- 
sideration of locality and the person of the actor, thcj 
spirit should take a freer flight, and that artistic interests 
sliould come more ]>rominently forward, even though, as 
seems generally to have been the case, the priests them- 
selves wrote the plays, and assisted in the re])rescTitation. 
But it was also a matter of course that this resulted in the 
complete secailarisation of the ecclesiastical drama. This, 
however, did not take ]dace in (lermany till tlie fifteenth 
century; it w’as not till that time'f that Mysteries had 
become pretty much tlu' same thing as the drama nowadays 
is to the majority ni' the public, a mere play for the enter- 
tiiinnunt of the idle crowd; this interest at all events 
decidedly pnMlominated. 

It was again in Pranco that the change first took place 
and proceeded most rapidly, and this probably occurred as 
early as tlie twelfth century; it also seems as if special 
circumstances Jiad greatly contributed to this change, 
more particularly the origin of the sivcallod coiifreries. 
The thirtciuith century already shows us that the drama 
there was (completely free from occlesiasti(*al influences. 
It is only a few of the extant plays which treat of religious 

* Soo Momc, Ic., No.s. 7, 8, an<l the Altdeutschen SclMwpkle, 
I Qut'dlinli. 1841, whicli lu' published previously. 

t As iu tho exampli) given in Iloffinann, p. 296 ff. 
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subjects : all, with the exception of a single one which, 
according to Muratori, was perturnied by the clergy at the 
court of the Tatriarcli, are written in the vulgar tongue, 
and alreiidy bear a character very different from that of 
the old Mysteries. Achille Jiibinal * iinds the c^iuse of 
tills rapid revolution in the decay of feudalism, that is, of 
chivalry and of the CJiureh, and in the simultaneous 
appearance of the tliird estate in the twelfth century. In 
tliis same century the laity of the burgher class formed 
tliemselv()s into Ine above-mentioned omfrerics, which were 
instituted for cliaritable and pioiLs purposes, and were at 
first eai-nest and dignitied without in the slightest degree 
opposing the Cluireli. But even in the next century the3y 
partly deprival tlie clergy of the influence they liad until 
then ])Ossess<;*Al, and in the fourteenth century they had 
almost completely paralysed this influence. These brother- 
hoods ui)]H 3 itr to have taken [losscKSsion of the ecclesiastical 
drama at an early date, and to have remodelled it according 
as they themselves adoptt'd a secular tendency and a freer 
character. Tliis nntst likdy took place as early as the 
second half of the tliirteiMilh century, for even in 1285 
(according to otlims not till BlOd) was founded the 
Coujh'rie bon£’oi(iie In Batsoche, its name clearly enough 
expressing its object and character. It was succeeded in 
the course of the following e<*ntury by (others of a similar 
kind, such as tlie c-orjK nation of the Enfants sans Souci, the 
Coufrerie de la Mvre faUr de Dijon^ the Sorif'te des ftms de 
Cleves. They (Xicupied thems<*lves, it seems, more especi- 
ally with tlni re])re.seiitatioii of ]>lavs and 2 ioi)ular enter- 
tainments of eviay description ; tlie Confreres de la Passion 
of Vincennes, at all (jvcnits, received express jx^rmission by 
a patent from Chnrles VT., in 1402, to give jxirforniances 
in Baris of Comedies pleases^ called Moral ilcs et Mysteres^ 
such as they liad played in Vincennes. They accordingly 
removed to Baris, wdiere they estaVdislicd the first closed 
theatre. The repicsentation of Mysteries soon passed ov(u* 
from these brotherlujods into tlie hands of companies and 
giiilds; in the year 141 d, on the occasion of tiio festival 
given by Bliilip the Fair, the weavers acted religious 

* A. J ubiiial, I.C., i. p. xxi. IT. 
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plays, in which Adam and Eve, Pontius Pilate, etc., were 
represented. 

It is no wonder, therefore, that the French Mysteries of 
the thirteenth century already manifest more of a secular 
than of an ecclesiastical character. For instance, the play 
of Jehan Bodel, from the middle of the thirteenth century, 
entitled the Ju8 de S. Nicholai,^ treats of the same subject 
that is represented in the old play of Hilarius ; but whereas 
the latter keeps strictly to the old and simple legend and 
to the jprosoe of the rituals of the Church, Balel arbitrarily 
changes the scene, intersperses allusions to the Cmsades, 
which are just being started, even representing the first 
act in the middle of a Crusade, and invents various scenes 
from popular life, which are given in the popular jargon, 
&c. The plays of his contemporaries, Adam do la Halle and 
others, are of a similar character, and those belonging to the 
fourteenth century appear already to be entirely fictitious 
compositions; this may be said especially of iho Miracle de 
Notre Dame d'Amw et d'Amille^ and of somewhat later 
play,t likewise a Miracle Play of the Holy Virgin, the 
deliverance of a woman from death by burning, which 
is a faithful descrii)tion of French p)pular life in the 
fourteenth century, and already depiids the manners and 
customs (jf the people with much drastic truth. Still, it 
seems that in France, as everywhe^re else, in addition to 
the plays performed by the ])eople, the brotherhoods, the 
companies and guilds, others also were given which 
directly ])r<x.’eeded from the ])riesthood, or in w^hich at 
least priests took part. The latter would naturally ditVer 
essentially from the former, and have preserved an earnest 
and more religious character. | 

* M«)iim('r(|uo and Mklirl, /.r., p. 102 If. 

t IMonnionpu- and Miclud. /.r,, p. 327 If. 

X Hcnct', in the fifteeidli (M iitnry wo in Franco still mt'ct with reli- 
gious plays in old strict stylo. The plays in the lii>t jwrtion of 
Juhinal’s colhcth'ii, cspooially ‘ Li- Marliro do S. Ktionno.’ ‘La Con- 
version do St. r<)l,’ ‘ La Conv(’rsi<>ii <lo St. Donis.’ ‘ Lo IMartiri' do 
S. IVro ot S. Pol/ and otiiors — unloss thov aro p(‘rhn[»s more trans- 
lalinns from old Latin originals — si‘oin by tludv ivliirioiis oarin stno.'^s. 
tlioir paramotio tone and Ihoir strict t k liry to tho Hililo Iii.-'torios. to 
b(i olosoly allied lo the larliost t‘<*olo ttiiMd ^Ivstt iies. 'l'ho>c of tin 
second portion, however, especially No. 1, ‘La Nutivito de N. S 
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I have entered somewhat more fully than appears 
necessary into tlio course of the development of Mysteries 
in Germany and France, partly hecanse it cannot, from 
the investigations yet made, be traced as accurately in 
England during that j^eriod, and in all probability was 
nevertheless essertially the same, and partly because the 
first beginnings of the religious plays in England yomt 
to Franco. English literature is extremely rich in JMys- 
teries or Miracle Flays, from the time when the religious 
play had already passed into the hands of the laity, more 
especially into those of the trading companies ; but of 
earlier plays it possesses scarcely anything. For even 
the Miracle Play of the ‘ Harrowing of Hell,’'*' although 
it iKilongs to a MS. of the ixugn of Edward II., and, 
to judge from language and style, is doubtless the 
oldest extant English Mystery, yet can scarcely re}u*e- 
sent the time of the transition from the old ec(‘h‘siastical 
into the popular mode of treatment, much h‘ss, tlnm, the 
old ecclesiastical style itself. It appears i-atlier to be a 
single extant example of tliose ])iecos which ivere still 
performed, perlia])S l)y priests, perha])s by tln^ laity, but 
at all events without any connection witli the service 
of the Church, on some festival (])erha])s on Easter Sunday), 
as an addition to the solemnities. This is evident, ev(*n 
from the fact that it has a prologue, which annomna's the 
performance and its subject ; moreov(U‘, it is devoid of all 
liturgic elements, devoid of songs, devoid of Pibli(‘al (piota- 
tions, a mer(i conversation between Sr.tan and (’lirist, and 
between the latter and Adam and Eve, Abraham, David, 
Moses, and John tlio Baptist. Tliere is a total want of 
any reference to worship, as in the case of all other extant 
English Mysteries. This perhaps ex])lains the fact that 
English historians of literature geiu'rally have incorrect 
ideas about the origin of the so-called j\Iiracle Plays. 
Wartonf wavers between the views of \hdtaii-o, whorcfeis 

Jhf^uchrist,* have a strong iaclination to run into the alKUT-iiientioiK il 
popular colouring, although ujwm the wliole the) am h'sa dramatic, 
more particularly Nos. ‘A and 4, wh<;re the Biblical events are exiMUided 
and prolonged to an intolerable (h grcjo. 

* Kecently publislmd ])y llalliwell, 1810. 

t Ilistory of En<jl Eodiy, ii. p. 3(JG f, edit. 4to. 
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the origin of Mysteries to Gregory of Nazianzus (as the 
6n}3poBed author of the already mentioned Xpiaro^ 'ttoo'^wv), 
and the opinion of another Frenchman (Dn Tilliot), ac- 
cording to which it was the priests of the Middle Ages 
who instituted the representation of Mysteries, in order 
to withdraw the people from frivolous amusements (such 
as dances, plays and mummings) which more especially 
attracted them at the time of the annual fairs. Percy finds 
the origin of Mysteries in the so-called Dumbshows, the 
French Drames muets* pantomimic performances which 
were at first interspersed with a few short speeches, but 
gradually became a series of connected dialogues, and finally 
were divided into acts and scenes.^ Others, like Marriott, :}; 
confound the commencement of the modern theatre with 
those old attempts connected with the ancient drama, and 
j)ronounco Ezcchiel to bo the first dramatist of the Christian 
era. Collier § endeavours to adjust the two views set forth 
by Warton, and believes that Gregory of Nazianzus was 
‘ the inventor ’ of Mysteries, but that ecclesiastics may 
have used tlicm at a later period to reform the people, and 
to introduce among them a convenient knowledge of the 
Scri])tures. G. L. Craik || considers it probable that the 
original object of Mysteries was to instruct the people 
in n'ligious matters. Its natural development out of the 
service of tlie ( ^utliolic Olinrch has, so far as I know, never 
betai recognised by any English historian of literature 
iniich less, tluai, has it been jnwed by them. 

The first certain trace of ]\Iiraele Plays in England 
belongs to the commencement of the twelfth century, 
about the year 11 10. At that time GeoiTroy, a member of 
the Fniversity of Paris and still a layman (after the year 
1 1 10 Abbot of 8t. Albans), exhibited a dramatic ])biy from 
tile life of St. Gathcrine, and obtained dresses and stage 
decorations for the occasion from the vestry of the priory : 
thifS happened during his stay in St. Albans, to which 

* Of whirb, according to Michel, i. p. xxx., traces first occur in the 
century. 

t ‘ Iicltincs of ancient Engb Poetry,* Tanchnitz edition, i. pp. 106 i 

+ /■<*,, j). ix. ' § ii- 1-6. 

ll • Skotolies of the History of Literature and Learning iu England, 
t. iii., p 17. 
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place lie had been invited from Normandy by the abbot of 
the time to teadi in the school belonging to the priory."^ 
This statement, which is related by Matthew Paris (about 
1240) in his account of the lives of the abbots of St. 
Albans, shows, in the first place, that such plays must 
at that time, in England, have as yet been something 
new; further, that it was a layman and a Frenchman who 
first introduced them ; and lastly, tliat the first actors, in 
this case at least also, were not priests, but lay men, f 
otherwise it would not have been necessary for Geoffrey to 
borrow the caps and dresses from the vestry of the priory. 
Now, although ]\Iystcries were doubtless played by the 
English clergy as early as the twelfth century (as is 
proved by the I’omark made by William Fitzstephen, who 
wrote in the year 1182) nay, although it is probable 
that the ecclesiastical drama at this time in England also 
was still almost exclusively in the hands of the clergy, 
yet the above fact shows liow early French infiuence set 
the example in England of a Mystery being rc})resentcd 
by laymen— an examjilc which could hardly liave remained 
without lasting consecpiences. 

I believe, at least, that those so-called Chester Plays, 
which can be traced historically back to the year 1268, 
and which from that date down to 1577 were given iii 
Chester annually - with K(nne interruptions — at Whit- 
suntide, were exhibited outside the church, even if they 
were perfoiamal with the co-operation of the judests. After 
what Collier § mentions, it can scarcely be doubted that 
these religious plays were originally written in the Freneli 
language, and probably not translated into English till 
the year 1338 (pe:ha})s by Kalph Iligden). The still 
existing collecti(jn published by Wright, not only in 
several passages has French verses whi(jh suddenly in- 
terrupt the English dial(jguc,|| but also frequently shows 
traces of a translation of separate pieces from the French, 

* Collit-r, i. 3. 

t Sharp, I.C., ^Yitllout giving any reason, calls them ‘ novices of the 
priory/ 

X Collier, i. 1 fF. 

§ II., 129 ff. ; compare Wright ‘ Chester Plays,* * * § p. xiii. ff. 

U For example, pp. 101, H8, 152. 
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or at least of a close connection with the French models.^ 
Hence the plays in this collection, even if they were 
siihscquently expanded and altered in various ways, in 
their earliest eleirients most probably extend back to the 
tii’st half of the fourteenth century, perhaps as far as the 
thirteenth. Now these plays cannot possibly liave been 
exhibited in the church, for, in the first place, accordinj^ to 
the MJS8. in which tliey are preserved (thougli belonging to 
the sixteenth century), they had evidently long been in 
the possession of the trading companies of Cliestcr. But 
in the next place, and this is the main point, they liave 
throughout sucli a secular, popular stamp that they cannot 
possibly have originated out of ecclesiastical Mysteries by 
mere expansion and remodelling, but must have been 
newly com])osed at a later period ; in which case, howi^vcu*, 
the French verses would be inex})licablo. In addition to 
this, according to two perfectly trustworthy tc'stimoiiies of 
contem})()raries,f as early as the thirteent h century, MiracuLi 
or MiraclesJ were 2 )layed outside the clmrch, on meadows, 
juiblic streets and in churchyards, before the mass t)f the 
))eo 2 )le; and, moreover, ])lays of a very popular charactiT, 
for it is cxjiressly reiuarkcHl that the assembled multitude 
sometimes burst out into peals of laughter. \\v may, 
therefore, 8 U]) 2 ‘)ose that in Knghind, by means of French 
intluenco, the religious l>lay had become a jiopnlar amuse- 
ment as early as the thirteenth century, although for a 
long time (as late as 1192), together with these — as is 
evident from the investigations of Shaiq) § — there won' also 
ecclesiastical inlays which, no doubt, adhered more strictly 
to tlio old clerical style of Mystery; of these, liowever, 
imtortunately, no cxanqdes have as yet been discovered. 

Be that as it may, at all events the three great col- 
lections of Miracle Plays, in which English literature 
])0ssesses tho first beginnings of her drama, bear distinct 
traces — from internal and external indications -that, for 

* Wj’ight, Ir.j p. xiv. t Wright, Ir., p. ix. i\ 

X III Krance wt; pretty oonstaiitly liud a ili^tiiictiou nuuh' lu twoeu 
tho cxproHsioiia Mirach^s and that i^<, botwot n plays ^^l^cll 

treat of tho lift? and minwlos of saints, and .such as represent Bililo 
i'tnrios. In Kngland, however, a Miracle Play is tho general tiTiu 
to l)oth species. 

§ Sliarp, he., 0 ff., and Collier, ii. HI f. 
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the most part, at least, they were originally produced 
beyond the confines of the churcli. It is only in regard 
to ‘'the collection bearing the title of ‘ Ludi Coventria?,* 
and published by llalliwoll, that there can be any doubt 
on this point. In Coventry, at all events, since the year 
1392, and with few intemiidions down to 1591, there 
were annual exhibitions of religious plays by the guilds 
and trading companies, plays which, as it seems, included 
the whole liistory of the New 'i’estainont (of subjects from 
tlic Old Testament there is not a trace), and coimluded 
with a representation of the Last Judgment, as Sharp has 
])ointGd out. But tlio Grey Friars were also in the habit 
of performing Mysteries ther(‘, and these were so far-famed 
that in 1492 Henry VU. c.ame ex]»ressly to (\)ventry to see 
these plays.* This givt'S rise to (he f[n(‘stion : — Were the 
plays in tlie collection referred to— if Coventry was their 
birth-])la(‘t‘, whicli,mva*eov(‘r, may Ihj regarde<l aH(*ertain from 
the language with the regularly ri'curring })rovinciali8m8, 
for instance, x for sh — actcMl )>y th(} ti ading eompanies or by 
the Grey Friars? Tlie old MS. belongs to (lie year 14(58, 
and was foi’nicrly in (Ik.* possession of Sir b’obert Cotton.f 
If we agree with the r<uiiark which Cotton's Librarian, 
J)r. Itichard Janies, made ii|)on it, there can ]»e no doubt 
tliat the plays, as James says, wt‘re : Hreturo expressa et 
arfiiata olim per monaclms f rat res vieiifllrantes ; hence, 

originally of ecclesiasti' al origin. Besides this there is 
tlie fact tliat tlie only pageantj ])reserved in tlie books of 
(h<) trading coni])anies of (Viveiitrv, and which has been 
jniblisliod by »Sharp.§ represents the Birth of (Jirist, the 
Salutations of tlui She])lierds, tlie Adoration of the Magi, 
and the Flight to Fgypt ; it was played by (ho Shearmen 
and Tailors’ Com[)any, and differs conijiletely from the plays 
(Nos. xii. and xv.) of the ‘ Ludi Cov(‘ntri<e,’ wliiiJi treat 
of the same subject. The Lect-books of tlie companies, 
moreover, occasionally give the names of the persons who 

* 81mrp, tc., p. ^ f Iliilliwdl, p. vi. 

t Pageant is the old Knglisli and jtopnlHr iiuino given to those 
.liraoli* Pl'.iys widcli wore iirted upon temporary stages, 'riio word is 
])!’<» xd)]y a corruption of l^atpna (from Tr>)*yvu/ui), and originally applied 
only to the scaffold or echafaud, uixm which the piccns were played on 
in the stroetd. § Sharp, i.c., p, 3. 
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took part in the pageants, for instance, those of the 
Cappers’ Company,* but these do not agree with the 
characters in the corresponding plays of our collection. 

Still, it is difficult to come to the conclusion that all of 
these plays — in the form in which they appear in oiir 
collection — should ever have heen represented by priests, 
even if they were the later and very dei)raved followers of 
Saint Francis ; at least by far the greater portion of them 
have too much of a vulgar character for such a supposition. 
For the collection is divided not mere!}" externally, but also 
internally, according to spirit and character, into two very 
unequal parts. At the conclusion of the thirteenth play t 
the assembled audience is dismissed in a kind of epilogue, 
qioken by ‘ Contomplatio,’ and invited to lx? present at the 
sontinuation of the play at Faster. Hence, the first 
thirteen pieces must he distinct from those following, and 
must have been performed at a diffei'ont timo.t The fii’st 
thirteen plays, moreover, difler considerably from those 
following in style and character. In the first place, the 
trcatmout is not nearly so dramatic ; the sul^jects (seven 
from the Old Testament, and six from thci life of tlio \’irgin 
Mary, down to her visit to Elizabeth) are chosen without 
regard to their scenic and dramatic capahilities, and con- 
sequently are, for the most part, merely narratives of what 
has happened or is to liapixm, togetlier with long lyric 
effusions of thanksgiving, praise and glory to (loti ; the 
dialogues are usually short and disjointed. Ibit, on the 
other hand, the character of the ]>hiys is far more serious, 
solemn and religious. In the constantly recurring prayers, 
and the frequent exhortations of the .actors one to another 
to live in a manner ])leasing to God, it is distinctly apparent 
that tlie object of the plays is to give religious and moral 
instruction. The musical element, also, which, as we have 
seen, predominated in the earliest ecclesiastical Mysteries, 
occupies in this case a far more important part. In almost 
every play wo meet with a couple of Latin hymns, 
generally lines and verses from tlio Bible belonging to the 

* Sharp, pp. 13, 30, 43, 06. t P- 

X At the bogiiming of Nos. viii. and xxix. a frt^sh opportunity ia 
I taken of saluting and exhorting the public by a prologue, but it is iea 
I distinctly apparent 

G 2 
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liturgy ; in No. viii * it is expressly prescribed : * Here the 
scHpienco is to bo sung, Benedirta sit beata Trinitas' and at 
the conclusion of No. xiii. we read: ‘Let us sing to Oui 
Lady, Ave Maria codorum' In all of the other plays (with 
tlie exception of No. xli., which, to judge from the MS., 
belongs to the latter part ol the reign of Henry VIJI.j 
there are only four passages where a hymn lias bi'cn in- 
serted or pr(\scribed. Lastly, tlio form of the language, 
also, seems to support tlio supposition that the first thirteen 
plays arc older, or rather that they have remained more 
unchanged and were written by a more cultivated hand : 
the versification is more accurate, more regular and more 
rhythmically perfect than in the tollowing pieces ; Latin 
passages occur more freiiuently, and in a less corrupted 
foi-m ; the expression is more refined, dignified and culti- 
vated. The numerous quotations from the lliblo and the 
adoration of the Virgin Mary, whiedi is ]m>minent through- 
out, betray that the author was an ecclesiastic of the old 
Catholic persuasion. 1 thend’ore have no hesitation in 
maintaining that the first thirteen ])lavs are remains of 
the old ecclesiastical Mysteries, which wore originally 
jierfonncd by the Grey Friars, and although they may not 
liave been preserv’cd in their original form, arc imitations 
of the old ecclesiastical drama. 

What we have to think of the following jdaysf depends 
u])on a comparison of them Avith the collection of GlH‘st(‘r 
Flays and the ToAvneley idystc-ries, Avdneh were undonldedly 
]>1ayed by trading companies. When comparcMl Avitli 
these, even the later plays exhibit a greater earnestness 
and Ji more dignified character; some of them { ap}>ear 
(‘A^en to be closely allied to th(‘, first thirteen. I thcTcfoni 
conjecture that they also originated in the Ga])nchin 
monastery of Coventry, Imt at a tinuj Avhen (dther the 
degeiierato Mendicant Friars th<*ms(‘l V(\s travtdled about 
the district and exhibited their theatrical arts fim money 
and charitable gifts, or at least had Iheir ]>ageanhs per- 
formed hy laymen, perhaps hy the young men heloiiging to 
the companies, perhaps hy jugglers and strolling players. 

* P- 73. t Nos. xiv.-xxvii. aful Nos xxviii.-xl. 

X For exuniple, Nos. xxxvi.-xl. 
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Til is supposition alone explains liow it is that the prologue 
■which enumerates all the separate plays, specifies their 
actual contents, and yet has the object of announcing the 
])erformance to the people several days previously, can end 
with the words : 

‘ A Sunday next, yf that wc may, 

At vi. of the belle we j^ynne our play, 

In N. town, wherefore we [iray, 

That God now be yf>ur npede. Amen.* 

The N. (nomen) evidently fills the blank in which the 
name of the town where the re]n*esent«ation was about to 
take place, had, on every occasion, to be inserted by the 
stanclard-b<3arcrs who recited the iirologuc. Hence, when 
this prologue wjis coiu^kischI, the collection was meant to 
serve as an amus(ancnt to the inhabitants of various places. 
It is also evident from the scenic directions, that the plays 
(at least those from No. xiv. downw'ards) \ver(.‘ acted on 
platforms or scafiblds, and therefore jirobably outside the 
church, for there is no trace of scaifolds having been 
erected for performances in churches. Lastly, it is very 
likely that from the tinio when plays were prohibited in 
places of w^orship (and wlaai at the same time the trading 
companies of Coventry were in the habit of regularly ex- 
hibiting tlufir pageants at the feast of Corpus Christi, and 
on other festivals) that the Grey Friars of Saint Francis 
looked out for another place for their dramatic ])erf(>rm- 
aiices, and hence may luive given representations in other 
towns in the neighbourhood. 

Although the Towneley collection belongs to an older 
]\I8., 1 was obliged to sjieak of the Coventry Flays tirst, 
because I am convinced, for reasons stated above, that 
iJiany of them arc older than those of tlic Towneley and 
Chester collections, at all events in the form in which tluj 
latter now exist. The Tinvneley IMy stories derive thidr 
name from the family Towneley in Lancashire, who 
Were in possession of the MS. from an early date, and intr> 
whoso hands it luis again returned. The MS. is the nu^st 
aiuiiont of all the three collections, and belongs to tlie time 
of Henry VII. From a description of the female dresses 
given in one of the plays, it may, us Hunter * points out, 
♦ p. viii. 
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safely 1)0 assumed that some, and perhaps the majority of 
the plays, were originally written towards the end of the 
fourteenth century. In 'addition to this, the words with 
which Magnus Herodes coiielndes his pageant, ‘ I can no 
more Franche ’ (p. 153), point to a period in which it was 
still customary for royalty and the aristocracy to speak 
French. The home of tliese plays was no doubt Yorkshire, 
and more especially Wakefield or Woodkirk, a retreat of 
the Augustine monks in the neighbourhood ofWaktdield, 
a dc})(*ndency of the great House ot St. Oswald at Nostel. 
This is evident not merely from the language, which ex- 
hibits many peculiarities of the Yorkshire dialect, but 
especially from some obs(‘rrations ’which are found added 
at the commencement of difi(‘reut plays, and which clearly 
show that they wore i)erformcd by the trading companies 
of Wakefield ; for instance, by the tanners, glovemakers, and 
fishermen companies.* Only some of tlio plays form an 
exception to this : the ‘ ITocessus ITophetanim,’ to judge 
from the language^ is more modern, and differs both in 
style and stnicturo from the other; the ‘ Fharao,’ ‘Ctvsar 
Augustus,’ and the ‘ Anminciatio,^ also seem to have been 
wiitten by a different hand ; at least, there is no trace of a 
Yorkshire dialect in any of these three plays. 

The Towneloy collection, therefore, was most probably 
in the liands of tlie companies of Wakefield at the same 
time that— as can he proved — the trading companies of 
(kiventry performed their jiageants, that is, as early as 
the second half of tlie fourteenth century. The character 
of the collection corresponds with this. Most of tlie plays 
are written in such a secular and ])opular stylo that they 
were evidently originally intended for the aiunsement of 
the people. The most popular ones, Out those whiidi at 
the same time exhibit the greatest amount of drastic 
animation, are the two shepherd pageants,! especially the 
second,! in which the Adoration of the Shepherds is 
completely lost sight of by tlie rejiresentation of a case of 
country sheep-stealing and its discovery. But even the 
'Judicium,’§ in wliieh the devils, and more especially 


* Kuntcr, pp. viil-xvi. 
t p. 98 f. 


t pp. 84-120. 
§ p. 305 f. 
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Tutivillns, not without wit, show up and ridicule all 
kinds of follies, failings, and vices of the day, furtlier the 
‘rrocossiiH ]s^>e cum filiis,’* the ‘ iMagnus l]erodes,’f and 
.others are distinguished by tlieir freshness and skilful 
treatment. The religious character has almost entirely 
disap])e,ared ; it is only some plays, such as those entitled 
‘Abraham,’ ‘Isaac,’ ‘Jacob,’ the ‘ I’urificatio Marne,’ the 
‘Pagina Doctorum,* and espe(aally the ‘Processus Pro- 
phetaruin,’ which by their more severe character and 
parienetic tendency nmiind one of their ecclesiastical, 
origin, and religious basis. In like manner the musical 
element has almost entirely disap]H,‘ared ; it is also only 
ill the mor('. sciiously sustained ‘Thomas IndifC,’ that we 
once or twice meet wdth the Avords : Tunc renit Jesus et 
cantat: Pnx r(>()is esi ; and in the ‘ Ascensio Domini, ’J 
there ocmirs a li^'inn of the angels. ^ cry strange is the 
mixture of J^atin and English in Avhich Pilate s])eaks 
at the beginning of tlie * Proei'ssus Tulenfcorum.’§ This, 
together Avith the stage directions, Avhich are almost 
alAvays given in Latin, ]»rove that tlie plays can scarcely 
have bemi written by mem hers of the trading com})anies, 
but that in all ])i’obabilitv they Avere originally composed 
by monks or ])riests, ])erha])s eA’^eii performed under their 
supervision and co-op(‘ratiou ; demonstrable examples of 
which, according to rnlli(*r,|| occur not only in England, 
but, according (o Jubinah^i in France, as late as in the 
tifteentli and sixteenth c(*nturies.*^ The tAvo shepherd 
pageants, also, which treat tlu^ same subject, the Adora- 
tion of the Shc]>]jcrds, in dilfeiAmt Avays, shoAV that tlie 
plays were remoddh'd oi* rcAvrittcn for new representations 
at an early [x riod. d1iis is likinvise a]>parent from some 
memoranda in the btniks of tin' trading companies oi 

♦ p. ‘20 f. t p. 140 f. 

X p. 300. § j). ‘233. 

11 ii. 14‘2 f 1 nt % i. pp. xlviii. f . ; ii. p. viii. flV 

** This is :il>o (’orrchf>rjit«‘(l hy the historical fact that, a.s late as 
1I*2G in Yoik, Williaui iMrllon, of lh«‘urth*r of \h\\fri(irH iuinori^, not 
only urgeiilly recoinniendcd the rtpre.sentalion ('f JMv.st cries, which the 
trruling conipani«'s of Yoi k cxhihilrd aniniall v, hut that in the ancient 
record ho i.s r\|iiv.s.sly dr.si^italcd as ProfesM^r of h<4y 1‘a^^eantry, that 
i.s surely, as tlu' suith'ir <'r tcach<*r and director {rt(jisi<eur) of the por- 
formancos. Sliarp, ]>. 133. 
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Coventry.'* These facts confirm the opinion tliat the 
])]ays wore written at dilforent periods, and that they may 
extend hack into the fourtccntli century. 

It is much the same in regard to the Cliester Plays. In 
tlieir first heginnings perha])s the most ancient, yet to 
judge from the MS. in ivdiich the collection has heoii 
preserved, they are not merely the latest — the five dif- 
ferent MSS. belong respectively to the years 1591, 1592, 
IdOO, 1005 and 1007 j — but in the form in which we now 
have them, the date of their composition scarcely extends 
beyond tlie beginning of the fifteenth century. Some of 
tlie plays may even be of a still later origin. The 
( haracter of the whole collection is closely related to the 
To wnehy Mysteries. Here also we find ashepherd pageant,^ 
giving a y)retty correct and lively picture of English 
country life at that time ; hero also we find many traits of 
('oaixj and popular comedy ; here also II erodes is a cari- 
catured tyrant, storming about the stfige, with oaths and 
abusive language. Of singing we here also find but few 
traces (only the ang(ds sing the Gloria in Excehia, and the 
A'irgiu ]\Iary the Mafjnifimi) ; besides tliis, it is only twice 
that Avc find oji the margin the words : ‘ hero a song,* but 
in ]>1ace of these wo more fre(piont]y find the stage 
direction: ‘ Minstrells I’layingo.’ However, we not iin- 
jre(iueut]y meet with verses from the Pible in Latin, ami 
the stage directions are given in Latin, so that prol)ably 
these plays also were originally written by priests ami 
jaily subsc([uently nanodelled. 

All three collections, accordingly, agree pretty well in 
s})iiit and character; if the first thirteen and some others 
<»t the Coventry Plays are left out of consideration W(> find 
no (‘ssential deviations. Even the external form of the 
i*ep resell tati on must have been pretty much the same in 
all cases. In this respect the Leot-books of the companies 
of Coventry and a few reports of eye-witnesses (belonging, 
it is true, to a later period) furnish the necessaiy material 
for giving us a clear idea of the representation. The 
stage, likewise called ‘pageant,* consisted of a high 

* bliarp, |jp. 30, 112. An example of a similar kind in Germany, in 
Mono, /.c., p. 273, 

t Wright, p. XX. 


X p. 119 flf. 
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scaffolding upon four wheels, and possessed two rooms, 
an upper and a lower one ; in the latter the actors dressed, 
upon the upper one they gave their representation. Fre- 
quently, as the plays themselves show, several such stages 
had to 1)0 erected one beside the other, so that the actors 
could repair from one to the other, that is to say, from 
one town or district to another.* Every larger company 
or guild liad its own ‘ pageant,’ upon wliich it performed 
its own play, at its own expense (it was only the smaller 
companies which united in order to prepare and exhibit a 
pageant). These moveable stages were drawn about the 
streets. In Chester, for instance, the first play (‘ The Fall 
of Lucifer,’ performed by the tanners) was commenced 
early in the morning in front of the gates of the abbey, 
and after the piece had been pla3^ed there, the waggon 
was wheeled to the High Cross in front of the mayor’s 
house, and thence further through the different streets, till 
all pieces appointed for the day had been played out. 
The waggons belonging to the difterent companies sepa- 
rated at the appoint(;d places of exhibition, and every 
company always repeated its own play, so that all the 
plays were performed at all the dittcrent stations. This 
is the report given by Archdeacon Kogers, an eyewitness 
in the second half of the sixteenth ceiitury.f The total 
number of the plays, according to the same authority, was 
twenty-four, wliicli agrees with the number of the com- 
j)anios by which they were i>layed ; and this number is 
likewise again met with in the extant collection which at 
the same lime specifies in every play the guild which 
exhibited the piece. Whitsuntide was the time of the 
year when the regular annual rcjireseiitations were given 
in Chester ; in Coventry, however, it was at the feast of 
Cor})us Christi. This appears to have been the appointed 
day for the exhibitions in most of the other English towns 
where plays of this kind were performed ; for instance, at 
Skinners’ Hall in Loudon, in Neweastle-on-Tyne, in York, 

* 111 Franco there appears to have been but one scaUbld, which was, 
however, dividetl into three ston^ys, every one of which represented 
cither u town or a province; tlio uppermost one no doubt also 
represented parailiso, the middle one purji^atory, and tlie lowest one 
hell, according to tlie requirements of the piece. Jubinal, i. p. xli. 

t Sharp, p. 17 ft*. 
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Leeds, Dublin, and E(linl)urgh,*— a proof that the origin 
of the plays in these places most jjrobably docs not extend 
farther back than tlie end of tlie thirteenth or the com- 
mencement of the fourteeutli century. For, as is well 
known, the feast of Corpus (Ihristi was first introduced 
into the Church by Crban IV. in 1024. It seems that 
pageants were not usually exhibited on any other festivals 
or festive occasions, except undei- extraordinary circum- 
stances, such as wlien royalty visited the towinf 

The English IMiracle Plays are distinguished from those 
of Germany and Kjanci' by their eih>rt towards attaining 
a certain universality, completeness, and finish of the 
subject ; their ohject evidently was to embra(;o all the 
principal moments of their views of human life. This 
in the ]\liddle Ages was essentially a religious one : all 
liistorical occurrences liad a religious significaJico, and were 
at the same time divine acts of punishment, advice, and 
exliortation, and hence were well or ill introduced into 
the framework of tln^ saci’cd liistory of the (Jld and Now 
^J’estaments. 'Jliis liistory was. the normal prototype of 
all historical occurnmccs. d’he taste for liistorical con- 
ception and description, which distinguishes the English 
people, apjioars to have originatiMl ami develo])(Hl the 
ecclesiastical drama, specially, though not quit(‘ con- 
sciously, from this [loint of view. To my mind, at least, 
this partly exjilains the remarkable fact, that, according 
to the investigations hitlu-rto made, it was in England 
alone, and murcovm’ not mci’cly in Wakefield and Chester 
— as the three large extant collections show hut, ai.'cord- 
ing to an then th; information, also in York and Neweastle- 
on-Tyne,J and henct' jnobahly in other places as well, that 
the whole sacred story, from the ‘ Fall of JiUcifor ’ down to 
the ‘ Last Judgment,’ was reprcsmited in a series of plays. 
The mixture of tin; reb'gious with the seimhir, ol* the sacred 
with the ])rofan(i, of Ifibh^ history with nderences to the 
immediate present, find further, of tlu^ serious with the 
ludicrous, nay, with rude outhursts of popuhir wit, pro- 
ceeded no doulit in the first instance from the wish “ to 
make sport and to glad the hejirers” (jis is exjiressly said 
* Sharp, pp. 121, i;W il; compare (Jollier, i. 11 ; ii. 1;}!1 f. 

Sharp, pp. 125 f. 115 Ik j feliuri), U 
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in the ‘ Chester Plays,’ p. 1 ), and was a natural consequence 
after the Mysteries had jiassed from tlie Church into 
the hands of the people. From this point of view the 
mixture of the two elements acquires a certain ideal im- 
portance, for regarding it in this light sacred history ap* 
peared to rise above time and space ; it was one continual 
present ; actual life with all its small and great events, 
was a part of it, and therefore became naturally connected 
with it. In actual life, as in sacred history, there was a 
continual struggle between the kingdoms of light and 
darkness; the devil, in both cases, was an ever present 
personage. But to the healthy popular mind the evil 
sjhrit always appears ridiculous as well ; hence the comic 
parts are in all cases played only by the devil and his 
demons, or by the dignitaries of his kingdom on earth, 
such as Herod, Caesar, Augustus, and their servants. (As 
regards the sacred characters it is only upon Noah, and 
perhaps upon Jose])h, where the latter complains about 
his imaginary cuckoldom, upon whom a ray of the ludicrous 
falls.) 

The choice of the Biblical events in the three extant 
collections is the same with but slight deviations. This 
])roves that the Old l^estainent was drawn into the circle 
of i-e[)resentation8 on acc(mnt of the Fall and the Flood, 
tliat is, as th(3 i<lcal basis of the great fact of the Kedemp- 
tioii upon which turn the events of the New Testament. 
For in all thi-oe collections no mention is made of the 
history of the Jewish nation from the time of Moses; it 
is only the ‘ Froeossus Frophetarum ’ in the Towneley 
collection, and ‘ I’ho Frophets ’ in tlie Toventry collection 
— an arrange-ment of the genealogy of the House of David 
— which form the transition from the time of Moses to the 
birth of Christ. The plays from the New Testament, of 
whicli there are a much greater numl^er, give thepriiuupal 
incidents of tlie life of Christ in chronological order, inter- 
mixed witli some features from the apooryjihal gospels 
(wliich are probably subseipient additions to give tlie 
oliarm of novidty to tlie performances). The story of the 
Passion of (.Christ forms the centre, and is treated com- 
paratively far more in detail, almost every step being re- 
presented by a separate play. The Kesurrection, Christ’s 
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ap}>earing to Maiy Magdalene and to the disciples on the 
I'oad to Eiuiufuus, tlio Ascension, the Inspiration of the 
Holy Gliost (and the Assumption of the Virgin Mary, in 
the Coventry collection) —events in which sacred his- 
tory has alread}^ left this earth — form the transition to 
the Last Judgment, the koy-stono to the old and to tho 
beginning of tlie new world, and which is tho last play in 
all three collections. 

Kogarded from an artistic iwint of view, the English 
plays are the best, especially tliose of the Towneley and 
Cliester collections ; they are superior to the German, and 
in im/st ciiscs to tlie French ]>lays, by their grc^itor drastic 
animation and a certain skilfulness in the arrangement 
of the events reprcseiited, as well «'is in the dramatisation 
of the subject in general. While the German Mysteries, 
down to the time of the fifteenth century, still continue 
to show the half lyric, half plastic element (out of which 
they aroH^.), and endeavour to bring more and more anima- 
tio)] into it, as had at first l)ecn attempted by tho musical 
performance, and, at a later period, by the jmetic oxpros- 
eion of the senfiiuents and contemplation — the English 
Mysteries, on the other hand, from tho very commenco- 
luent, exhibit more of a dramatic character. Of the long 
speeches which still frequently occur in the French plays, 
and of the lyric etlnsions in which the Germans delight, 
there are but few and (ajcasioiial trac(^, most of which are 
found ill the Coventry collection ; tho dialogues are better, 
at least they possess a more rapid and a freer movement, 
but the main jioint is that tlie action is brought more into 
tho foreground, ilcnce wc see that tho strong feeling 
for action, and thus for the vital jirinciple of dramatic art 
— that genuim3 dramatis spirit, which tho English stage 
at the time of Sliakspcarc possessed and fostered — com- 
menced its 3 "outhful flight upwards in the first beginnings 
of the English drama. 

The action, however, in all cases and also in tho English 
Mysteries, still bears an essentially epic (diaracter. It is 
still a purely external occurrence, tho reasons and motives 
of which lie beyond tlie stage, nay, generally beyond 
tliis earthly life ; no action is derived from the lifo and 
character of the dramatic personages, or results from pre- 
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vious conditions and relations; every character appears un- 
expectedly and unprepared, like an accidental occurrence 
in nature ; every action appears but as the special incident 
of the plan designed by God in Bible history, and con- 
sequently, as in the epos, depends more or less upon the in- 
visible threads with which the Divine Power directs the 
lives of mortals; in short, the action takes place more 
for men than through men. The latter are merely tools 
in the hand of God, or the vessels which have to receive 
the Divine will, and to carry out the Divine act ; the whole 
story still passes by them, like a mere occurrence, their 
personal participation consists only in the feeling, sym- 
pathy, and receptive activity of their minds ; the individu- 
ality, the freedom of will, the character of the persons re- 
presented, do not come the least into play ; in other words, 
they still have no share in the dramatic construction of 
the Hubjec*t. The result of this, however, of necessity also 
excludes from the dramatic action the other and practical 
side of religion, moraliUj, which presupposes the freedom 
(if the will, lleligioii— in its oiie-sidc(l concepti(jii of the 
Deity as acting and sutfering for mankind, and as a pas- 
sive belief on the part of man, w’lio has only to receive 
what is oftered him — rules the wdiole. It is the next world, 
according to medianfil idealism, that either absorbs within 
itself the natural reality of this world, or excludes it from 
itsedf by moans of a sharp contrast, but in both cases does 
not allow it to express itsidf in words. 

This one-sidednoss of the ecclesiastical })lay8 had to bo 
ov(n*come, if the drama was to advance a step in its dc- 
velojmuuit. But the one-sidedness lay in the matter ibself, 
ill tin? first germs, in tlie inmost essence of the ]\lysteri('s. 
Idle progress, therefore, could not procc'ccl from a furtlier 
development of the IMysteries, but required the creation 
of a now spedes of drjima, by the side of, and in contrast 
with, the religious plays. It w^as this new spi'cies which 
ajipeared in England, as elsewhere, under the name of 
Moiul Plays. 
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CHAPTER II. 

MORALS, OR MORAL PLAYS. II 3«5. 

The rise of these so-calle<l Morals or Moralities about the 
middle of the tifteoiitli ccutiuy, must be regarded as 
marking an epoeli, and the second period ot tlie history 
of the English dvaina may be dated from this point. 

If we wish to comprehend the first germs and elements 
from which th(‘y arose, we must not overlook the fact that, 
even at an early datii, a secmlar element was added to the 
oldest ecclcsiastico-religions beginnings of dramatic art, 
to those Mysterii's whieli were written in a strictly ecclesias- 
tical style. Wlieii once the love f(jr scenic representations 
was awakened, tlie Mysteiies w'crc^ introduced into all 
kinds of festivities arranged for secular occasions, in honour 
of, and for tin? gratitieation of kings, jninces, and the 
nobility, rrofaue mnmmingsaiid mimic jdays, as already 
intimated, were no doubt as (dd, or even older than Mys- 
teries. They formed, so to s])(*ak, the starting point, and 
received more and more dramatic form and colouring with 
the developineut of the religious jdays. In the fourteenth 
century we first i)u>et in France with the Drame muet^ the 
English Dumb-show, prohahly the result of the further 
development of tiie secular element, even although its 
matter was frequently taken fr<»m lliblo History. Simul- 
taneously, and so far as their first elements are concerned, 
there arose in k’raiice tlie so-called Enfreinets, which soon 
became so j)()pular with ])i*inees and nohles that none of 
their festivals wei’e allowed to pass without the perform- 
ance of one of them. According to the accounts that have 
been preserved regarding these,* they seem at first to have 
been more calculated to deliglit the eye, and to have been a 
species of tableaux vimrits^ with an allegorical sigiiiticauce, 
* Jubinal, l.c., i, p. xxx. ff. 
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gorgeous representations with skilful transformations, 
grotesque appurtenances within animated scenery, and 
accompanied by short explanatory speeches ; extensive 
machinery certainly played an important part. Dumb- 
shows or entremets of this kind were probably those plays 
which were so much in favour with the Court of Edward 
III., and are mentioned under the name of Ludi domini 
regie; to judge from an extant list of the dresses, masks, 
etc., required for their representation, they evidently were 
of a dramatic character.* Similar pieces were ordered by 
Eichard II. in 1889, and in 1401 twelve London aldermen 
and their sons played a great ‘Mummyng’ before the 
king and the Emperor of (joiistantinople ; this also was 
probably a jday in the style of the Ihench Entremets.^ 
As in France, so in England, kings and princes were 
greeted on their arrival in towns and castles by historico- 
symbolical and allegorituil figures, who recited speeches 
and discoursed in dialogue. 4’lius in 1877 the citizens of 
London gave a Mumming in the streets of London ‘ for 
the disport of the yong ju'inee Eichard, son of the 
blacke prince J and Queen Margaret, upon her entry into 
Coventry in 1455, was received l)y the Frophets Jeremiah 
and Isaiah, and when in the town was at first greeted 
by St. Edward and St. ilohn, and afterwards in another 
street by the four Adrtues, Uighteousness, Tem])orance, 
Strength and Frmhmcc, &c.§ The word Interlude or 
Enterludo is ])robably but the English translation of 
the French Eutremet, The word was in common use as 
early as tlie reign of Edward lY.; \\ and although we 
do not know exactly wliat the term originally signified, 
yet tlie circumstance that many of the oldest Moral 
Rays bear the same name, ])rov(‘s that the Moralities 
in their first origin very likely arose from these so-called 
Interludes. 

This was, however,* but one circumstance which con- 
tributed to their origin. On the other hand the Morals, 
in Lngland at least, no doubt have their roots in religious 
l)lays, and appear to be a variety of ]\Iystory. A beginning 

* Collier, i. 15. f The same, p. IG f. 

X Collier, 17. § Sharp, i.c., p. H5 f. 

11 Collier, ii. 271. 
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was mado by introducing the allegorical figures, which 
formed a part in the secular ‘ pageants, into the religions 
plays, so as to vary and adorn the subject. In the eleventh 
piece of the Coventry collection,* we already meet with 
Veritas, Jiistitia, Pax and Misericordia ; in one of tho 
following pieces t Death is personified, and among the 
personages represented in the pageants of the trading 
companies we in addition find a representation of ‘ The 
Mother of Death,’ a personification of Sin.J In a later 
Miracle Play (from the time of Henry VII., to judge from 
the MS., but probably of a more ancient origin), wliich 
treats the story of Mary Magdalene very freely, § the 
Devil and the seven deadly sins a])pear and play tho 
principal parts. Likewise, in a representation of the 
parables of the Pihle, such as the Wise and the Foolish 
Virgins, as well as in the legends of the later saints, 
allegorical figures a]>pear at the very commencement in 
order to render the religious and moral significance of the 
piece more prominent. When once the taste for allegory 
had found acceptance, the next stop was to ex}>ross tho 
fundamental idea of Mysteries, the Fall, and the salvation 
of sinful humanity through the Divine grace (which is 
very clearly shown in the cyclic com]>ositiun of the 
English ]\Iiracle Plays) in an allegorical form. This 
fundamental idea in fact ro<airs in these (‘arliest Englisli 
Moralities under various kinds of disguises with such 
striking persistency, that for this reason also we are 
obliged to place them in close affinity, that is, to regard 
them as the intellectual offspring of Mysteries. 

Thus, for instance, ‘ Tho Castle of Perscvorancc,’ ono 
of the oldest extant 3Ioral Plays (of the time of Henry 
VI.), commences witli a dialogue between Mundus, Caro 
and Belial, in which they dilate on their respective 
powers and privileges. When this is finished Humanum 
Genus appears, just i)orn and naked, and exjdains who he 
is. While he is yet speaking, a good and })ad anged take 
their places on his right and left, dis])uting with ono 
another, and each trying to entice him to their side. 
Humanum Genus decides in favour of tho bad angel, and is 

* p* 106. t No. xix. p. 184. { Sharp, p. 47. 

§ Analyticd by Collier, ii. 231 f. 
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immediately conducted to Mundus, who is conversing with 
his two friends Stiiltitia and Voluptas. The latter are 
commanded to wait and attend upon ITumanum Genus. 
Detract! o is likewise bidden to be his companion, and 
procures him tlie ac<iuaintance of Avaritia, who thereupon 
introduces him to the six . other deadly sins. The bad 
angel rejoices, the good one grieves, and at last sends 
Conlessio to Ilumanum Genus, who, it is true, rejects her 
at first, as coming too soon, etc. However, by the help of 
raiiitentia she succeeds in winning over Ilumanum Genus. 
Upon the penitent enquiring where he can dwell in safety, 
he is taken to the (\astle of Perseverance, whereupon the 
bad angel remarks that Iluniamiin Genus is now forty years 
of age. ^Vllell in the castle the seven cardinal virtues are 
his companions ; they are besieged, but unsuccessfully, by 
the seven deadly sins, headed by Belial. From the 
lamentations of the latter we learn that they suffer most 
from the roses which Caritas and Patientia shower upon 
tliem, and by which they are beaten black and blue. 
They ultimately retire discomfited. The siege, however, 
must have lasted a long time, for we hear that Humanum 
Genus has in the meantime become “hoary and olde.” 
Nevertheless, the struggle is not yet at an end ; that 
which did not succeed l)y force is now tried by stratagem. 
Avaritia crawls unperceived beneath the castle walls, and 
by her artful persuasions finally succeeds in urging 
Ilumanum Genus to take to flight. He loaves the castle 
and lives with Avaritia, but Garcio (a boy), representing 
the rising generation, demands of him the treasures which 
he has accumulated with the assistance of Avaritia, 
alleging that Mundus has given them to him (the rising 
generation). Thereupon appear Mors and Anima ; the 
former delivers a long speech about the greatness and 
universality of his power. Anima, on the other hand, 
calls for the aid of Miscricordia ; but the bad angel takes 
Ilumanum Genus on his back and carries him oil' to the 
infernal regions. This gives rise to a quarrel in heaven 
between Misericordia and Pax on the one hand, and 
between Justitia and Veritas on the other, the fonner 
pleading for, and the latter against Ilumanum Genus. 
God, however, decides in favour of the latter; the bad 

VOL. I. D 
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angol is driven to hell, and God himself concludes the 
piece with an epilogue, wherein he sets forth the moral.* 
Similar in form and substance, but much more simple 
in character, are several other j\roralities which have been 
preserved in MS. from the times of Henry VI. and 
Edward IV. ; of these Collicrt gives a detailed analysis. 
Down to the commencement of the reign of Henry VIII. 
tlie character of these plays ai)pcars to vary but little in 
all essential points. They were dramatic plays in which 
allegorical figures, personifications of general moral forces, 
appeared as the dramatic characters, developing, in a sym- 
bolical representation, the ideal contents of the Scriptures 
as understood from their moral p{)int of view.f Hence the 
Devil and Vice (also called Jni(]uity, Sin, Desire, Hap- 
hazard), played inij)ortant parts in the earlier Moralities, 
the former was re])resented in a hideous and at the same 
time a ludicrous form (as in the Miracle Plays), with a long 
red nose, hairy skin, cloven feet and a tail ; while Vice (the 
prototy])e of our modern Harlecpiin) was dressed in a long 
parti-coloured cloak, Avith a long Avooden sAvord in his 
jiand, the very im}>ei\sonation of agility and mischief, 
Avhose delight Avas in bantering, jeering, and belabouring 
the devil, his usual companion, until the latter, from i>ain 
and rage, bursts out into a lou<l roar. These tAvo charac- 
tiu’s had accordingly to provide the fun and amTisement, 
Avhilc the ])rineipal actors indulged in long, serious, and 
parametic s[K*eches. Gradually, howevitr, the link betAveon 
tlie M\steiies and the Moralities hecaine loos<aicd, until in 
the end it was completely scAvre'd, and llni Moralities— by 
moving freely ami independently in tlu*ir department, as 

* Colli.'r, ii. 27U it t Ih 287 f. 

X Of these iiiO't iineiciit Morals iiotliinj^ is ]»riTited, witli the. exception 
of the Morol Vliuj of EnrijMnu{m Hawkins); Enj>;lish maim* 
seri]}ts I have of course not ln-eii ahh* to exniuine. ]Mv (‘xplanation of 
tlie charae.ler and course of the d»*vi lopmont of the English moralities 
IS found(‘<l upon the followinf^ authoriti< s : Collier; History, etc., 
ii. 2o8 IT. Hawkins; Ore////, etc., i. .*1,7 ft*. Hodsk-y: A Select Col- 
lecfinii of Old Ploii.s’ in xd vols. Edition irith* ISiOkA, etc., l>y 

J. Keed, O. (iilidiri.-^t and the Elitor (Chuhiiers), vo!. i Eond. 1827), 
xii. 1827. ^ John SheltotiH Poeticnl Worhif, with N(»tes,’ etc. by A. 
Dy/^e, Loud. 181:», vol. i. The Marriaye of Wit and Wisdom \ 
OH ancient interlude, etc., edit, by J. A. lialliwtll, Loud. Pr. f. t 
Shakes. Soc. 184b. 
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upon territory of tlieir own — dramatised the whole sphere 
of morals in all its relations to the daily realities of life, 
in its syjnholico-allegorical form, and without any regard 
tu a religious basis. 

The mode of representation, however, generally still 
remained the same as in the case of the Miracle Plays. 
The stage Wcis doubtless still devoid of all scenic decora- 
tion, and merely draped with tapestry ; the dresses, even 
if occasionally rich, were nevertheless freely chosen, the 
dramatic personages being characterised only by distinct 
emblems. However, in the iifteenth century the pro- 
fessional players, who in an ijnperce})tible, or at least an 
undemonstrable transition, Inid 2)roceeded fioni the already 
mentioned homines vagi, the jugglers, dancers, 2 ^ui)]»et show- 
men, etc., appear to have become a very numerous class. 
And as Moralities were very frequently given as Interludes 
on the festivals of ju’inces and the nobility, Ave may assume 
that with these the drama i)assed more and more from the 
hands of tho clergy, of the confreries and of the trading 
com 2 )anics into those of the itinerant bands of jdayers. 
As early as the year 14(55, on the occasion of the marriage 
of a relative of tSir John IIoAvard, aftm’wards Duke of 
Norfolk, a company of idayers gave a dramatic ])erform- 
;mce, which was very likely a s})eeies of Moral I’lay. This 
is the ol<lest known exam]»]c of those tlieatriral reju’esen- 
tations which at a later 2 )eriod Averc iierfoiiiied so fre- 
quently in the residences of the English aristocracy. And 
yet even Itichard III., Avlieii Duke of trloueuster, had a 
special company of })layers in his sovA’ice, 2»robably much 
in tho same Avay as Avas the custom in later times Avith 
many of tho Avealthier nobility.^ 

I'lxm a superlicial examination of the artistic A’alue oi 
Moralities, the transition of tho drama from the religious 
sphere into that of morals does not a})])ear to have A^eyy 
considerably 2)roinoted the develoi)ment of dramatic }>oolry. 
And yet Avlieii regarded more closely, tliis transition may 
almost be called a lea^i, Avliich Avith one bound transposed 
the drama from a foreign soil into a domain which belonged 
to it and Avas 2)eculiarly its oavu. For it is, as it Avore, tho 
transition of the drama from heaven to earth, from tho 
* Collier, in his Edition of JShttkebpoure’fc Works, i. p. .xxx. f 
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next world of the religions conception to the present one 
of the moral action, from the ideal to the real. It is the 
same transition, which, in another form, took place in the 
domain of the plastic arts during the fourteenth century. 
Here also art, starting from the religious point of view, 
passed through the allegory and thence only attained tlio 
natural form which it required in order to represent its 
ideas in a truly artistic form. The Moral Play is the 
allegory of the moral action, which the actual drama has 
to describe without allegory. The moral action, however, 
at first apiicars in an allegorical form, because it still 
wants the body of individuality ; art is, as it were, still 
too weak to exjiress the general idea in a concrete and 
individual form ; it still gives the general substance the 
form of generality, that is, it represents it allegorically, 
llecause religion stands in the same relation to morality as 
the general idea to the special phenomenon, as thought to 
its realisation, as the ])rincii)le to its fulfilment, the earliest 
Moralities, therefore, do not treat their subject only in its 
ilirect relation to Sacred History, but also the moral sub- 
stance itself, in its most general significance, so that their 
allegorical figures represent the most general moral con- 
(icptioiis. And as this connection with religion gradually 
becomes weakem'd and disap])ears, so the allegory at the 
same time (ontinues to become more narrow, more pro- 
nounced and definite, and assumes more of a personal 
individuality. In place of the general representation of 
the seven deadly sins, which together with the seven 
(.•ardinal virtues (three religious and four secular) play the 
chief parts in the earlier ]heces, there appear in the later 
personifi(;ations quite distinct moral vices and virtues, 
such as hypocrisy, intrigue, slander, generosity, niagna- 
iiiinit}^ etc. Tlie moral themes treated approach ever 
nearer to the daily life of ordinary men; allusions and 
refei'ences to social conditions, and the political and eccle- 
siastical relations of the time, occur more and more fre- 
quently, the whole tendency of the plays becomes more 
and more practical, until finally individual characters 
from common life (an innkeeper, a pedlar, and others) 
mix with the allegorical figures, the latter only retaining 
their allegorical significance in name. 

Jiy the abore remarks we have already indicated iu 
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general outlines the course of the development of the 
English Moral Plays, from their first appearance at the 
beginning of the reign of Henry YI. down to the time of 
Henry YIII. The two oldest Moral Plays to which I 
have had access, ‘The Worlde and the Chylde,’ and ‘ Tlie 
Moral Play of Every Man,’* are closely related, both in 
spirit and character, to ‘ TJie (lastle of Perseverance,’ and 
accordingly still frequently remind one of the Miracle 
Plays, 'riie piece entitled ‘ the Worlde and the Chyldc,’ t 
treats of Ihe same subject. Chylde is Humanum Genus, 
man, and the story of his religious and moral life ; the 
play describes how man devotes himself to this world; 
from the cradle up to the fourteenth year to his physical 
wants, as a youth to his pleasurtis and inclinations, as a 
man, under the sway of the seven deadly sins in living 
entirely for the world. Although Conscience does indeed 
lead him to a better ])ath, folly soon entices him from it, 
and he proceeds further along the road to destruction, till 
in tlie end, Jis an old man, miserable, decrepit, and sick of 
life, ho is again succoured by Perseverance, directed to 
look to heaven for grace, and is instructed in the twelve 
articles of faith and the ten commandments ; ho is finally 
converted, and concludes the ])iece with an admonitory 
address to the audience : thus forms the actual substance of 
the representation. Every character on its first ap])ear- 
ance begins by delivering a speech in which it introduces 
itself, greets the audience and explains its own peculiari- 
ties. The dialogue is rather clever in some passages, as 
for instance between Manhood and Polly— and begins to 
flag only whore the instructing and preaching commences. 
Yet ill both pieces — as in the case of most of the Moral 
Plays — there is a total absence of genuine action. The 
language is still very like that of the Mysteries, the versi- 
fication (juite similar but freer, the rhymes are not so skil- 
fully interlaced, the diction rather fluent. 

A closer resemblance to the ancient religious plays is 
found in ‘ The Moral Play of Every Man,’ f or, as it is 

* The former, printed in 1522, but, according to safe indications, was 
evidently written before 150(3 (Collier, ii. 306 If.), tln^ latter not printed 
till 1531, blit is probably older still (according to Collier, p. 3i0, was 
perhaps written as early as tlie reign of l^dward IV.). 

t In Dodsley's Old Plays, xii. 30U, 330. i Hawkins, i. 35 fif. 
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called in the prologue, the ‘ Sommoiiynge of Every Man.* 
Here God Himself, s])oaking in the second person, begins 
the representation witli an accusation against the human 
race, which, unmindful of Ilis blessings. His sufferings and 
death on the cross, thoughtlessly lives on in worldly jilea- 
sures, abandoning itself up to the seven deadly sins. God 
therefore sends Death as a messenger ; ho is to call Ever}’ 
Man (Huinanum Genus) to account before His throne ; it is 
in vain that Deatli is enti-eated ])y Every Man to grant him 
a short time more of life ; Death is inexorable. Ev(iry Man 
now tries to j^roeuro a companion to accompany him on the 
dismal road, but all his best friends, trusted comrades, 
relations, and prosperity forsake him. It is only Good 
Dedcs that would like to go with him, but she is too weak 
and powerless, for Ih^ery Man has almost starved her. She, 
however, recommends her sister Knowledge. Instructed 
and consoled by her, Every Man is conducted to the holy 
man Confession ; ho hero acknowledges his sins, does 
penance, and is thereupon sent to a priest to receive the 
holy sacrament. Upon returning he begins to feel weak, 
and at the last moment he is forsaken even by Beauty, 
Strength, Dyscrecyon, and Five Witts. It is again only 
Good Dedos, who has in the meantime become stronger, 
that accompanies him ; with his hand in hers, ho meets 
Death and dies with a prayer on his lips. An angel finally 
announces that ho has boon received into the heavenly 
spheres, and the ‘ Doctor,’ in the epilogue, recapitulates 
the moral of the piece, in a few words of exhortation. 

The play was probably written by a priest ; indications 
of this are found in the occasional introductions of bits of 
Latin, especially, however, in the long eulogy on the clergy 
and the power of the Church. The alleg(my, as wo see, is 
very ingeniously worked out, and the whole piece, both as 
regards language and cliaracter, possesses a certain dignity, 
an^ earnestness and an impressiveness, from which it is 
evident that such dramatic roprosontations must have 
influenced the moral culture of the po(^ple. The versifica- 
tion differs in so far from that of the Mystery, as the 
longer couplets are wanting, and the short lines generally 
rhyme in twos and twos, occasionally cross-wise. The 
language also is purer and more refined. 
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While these two pieces still turn upon the very general 
idea of good and evil, and still regard it from the 
religious point of view, John Skelton's ‘ Magnyficenco ; a 
goodly Interlude,’ etc., * is already very specially directed 
against the evil of extravagance, or rather it is a warning 
to the lords and the nobility, to observe and not to con- 
found generosity and a free and noble existence with 
extravagance, recklessness and a licentious life. Mag- 
nyficence is a prince of high birth and great wealth, who, 
however, by a confusion of ideas, is led astray by Fancy, 
Counterfeit Countenance, Crafty Conveyance, and Courtly 
Abusyon, finds himself thrown into poverty, misery, and 
despair; but Good Hope, Eedresse, Cyrcumspeccyon, and 
Perseverance save him, and he is again restored to his 
former position. Collier f is of ojiinion tliat the piece may 
have been written as early as the reign of Henry VII. 
However, from an allusion to the death of Louis XII. of 
France, which occurs on line 283 f., it cannot have been 
composed till after 1515, probably soon after the death of 
Louis.t It is just possible that Skelton wrote the play, 
not without some special reference to the inclination of his 
pupil Henry V III., to lead an extravagant and licentious 
life. For that it was given on some festive occasion in the 
king’s presence, can scarcely be doubted when wc consider 
Skelton’s position as poet laureate. It not only differs 
internally from the earlier IMoralities, ])y its special con- 
ception of the moral, its many allusions to the fixilings of 
the age, its more refined culture, wit and humour, but also 
externally by the essentially difiiTont versification. The 
longer and skilfully interlaced rhyming couplets of the 
old MystxTies-' - xvhich were ])robably the result of the 
musical way in which they were at one time ])erformed, 
and wdiich appear to 1)0 conneeteAl with the poetry of the 
Minne-Slinger— hay 0 completeh" disai)peared. ^’he dia- 
logue is generally carried on in lines of from ten to fifteen 
syllables with rhymes side by side, reminding one forcibly 
of the Alexandrine; it is only in some of the monologues 
that we meet with lines in the so-called ‘ Skeltonian metre,’ 
that is. ve ry short lines of from five to six syllables wdth 

* 111 the oxcellent edition of his xvorks by A. Dyee, i. 225-311. 

t ii. 32 5. X Litton in Pyce, ii. 236. 
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interlaced rhymes, which Skelton almost invariably used 
in his lyric poems, and appears to have introduced into 
English literature. Kow, although these long lines, like 
the Alexandrines themselves, owing to their excessive 
length, have something heavy about them, still they are 
far more appropriate for dialogue than the exceedingly 
undrainatic rhyming couplets of the old miracle plays. 
Hence, this innovation in the linguistic form of the dialogue 
indicates a progress in the develo})mcnt of the taste for 
dramatic form, and appears to me to be almost as important 
as the different stamp of character which Skelton’s piece 
hears in regard to the conception of the subject. 

Skelton appears likewise to have been the first to intro- 
duce personages from common life among the allegorical 
figures ; this ho did in his earlier Moral Play, ‘ The 
Nigromansir,’ which was printed as early as 1504, but 
which has bec'u lost. In this case not only is the perform- 
ance opened by a necromancer, who summons the devil, but 
there also appears a notary, as the assessor or secretary 
of the devil, tlu^ latter having to decide in the law-suit 
between Simony and Avarice, u])on which the whole jueco 
turns. The ])ath struck by Skelton appears to have been 
followed furtlioi* in the IMoralities. In one entitled ‘ The 
Nature of tlio Four Elements,’ which Collier * anal3\ses, 
and which, from a passage referring to the discovery of 
America, must have been written about the year 1517, 
there appears an inn-keeper, and no longer as a mere dumb 
personage. The object of the ])ieco is to convince man- 
kind, and especially the English, who are said to wasto 
their time in compiling ‘ ballads,’ and ‘ other matter not 
worth a mite,’ of the necessity of studying philosophy and 
the sciences. In this case the moral subject is abcady 
treated with perfect freedom, and the allegory apY>ear8, so 
to say, but as a loose and wide garment, which, having 
half tallcn from the shoulder, allows the flesh and blood 
of actual life to be everywhere recognised. 

A further step in advance is made by ‘ Hick Scorner, 
a Morality, imprinted by Wynken de Worde,' without 
date, but no doubt printed soon after 1522.f ’ The piece 

* ii., 319 ff. 

t Collier ii. 308 ; reprinted in Hawkins, i. 77-111. 
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remained long well rcmemhered by the people, for ‘ Hick 
Scomer’s jests * are mentioned in a publication belonging 
to the year 1589.* In fact the whole piece seems already 
to bo intended more for amusement and ciitertaiTiment, 
than for moral instruction. The moral forms, as it were, 
but the framework into which the representation is ar- 
ranged. The play begins, it is true, with a complaint 
from Mr. Pity about the degraded state of the people ; his 
friends Contemplacyon and Perseverance join in this com- 
plaint and pray to God that things may improve, where- 
u]^on the three separate. This scene, however, is but 
a kind of introduction, it is succeeded by the actual body 
of the play, some interviews between Frewjdl, Imaginacyon 
and Hick Scorner, figures which, without much regard 
to their allegorical significance, are depicted very much 
like the dissolute profligates of the licentious times of 
Henry VIII. They converse jocosely together and laugh 
at their own pranks, in which Theft and Deceit, but 
especially Voluptuousness and Gluttony play a great part, 
ill so cynical a manner, that it is clearly evident that the 
play was intended only for a public of a very mixed 
description, perhaps for the lower classes. This Interlude 
ends with a quarrel between Frewyll and Imaginac 3 "on. 
Pity interferes and tries to conciliate the disputants, but 
is insulted by all three and put in chains. Ho is found in 
this plight by his two friends, who release him, and send 
him off to look for his tormentors. Put Frewyll comes 
into their way of his own accord. After some speeches 
on both sides the^r succeed in converting him, and with 
his assistance, Imaginacyon also is made to promise that 
he will improve. This concludes the play : Hick Scorner, 
although ho had given liis namo to the piece, does not 
appear again. It is only on account of the commencement 
and the conclusion of the play, that it can be called ‘ a 
Morality.’ It is interesting, not merel}^ owing to the pre- 
vailing popular tone, but precisely on account of the 
gradual disappearance of the moral tendency, with which 
consequently the allegory is likewise withdrawn. Hick 
Scorner, as the name in fact shows, can scarcelj^ bo regarded 
as an allegorical figure ; he is an individual character who 
* Said to be by Nash. 
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appears chiefly in his prevailing love for slander and 
scorns. Frewyll and linaginacyon arc as like him as 
two peas. But even in the case of Pity, Perseverance, 
and Contomplacyon, the allegory is only, as it were, the 
firm under which these personages act ; they are in reality 
actual human beings, who, again, are characterised princi- 
pally in regard to these virtues. For this very reason 
it does not seem to me likely that the play, as Collier 
thinks, was written in the reign of ITeiiry VII., I should 
he inclined to place it in that of Henry Vlll. I'liis 
supposition is supported not only by a few vei^y severe 
attacks upon tlic sinful, licentious life of the priests, but 
also by diction and versification, especially by those long 
lines, like the Alexandrines, which decidedly predomi- 
nate, and whicli in a play of the thirteenth century would 
be unparalleled. 
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CHAPTER HI. 

JOHN HEYWOOD’s interludes. 

Hick Scorner, in my opinion, must be regarded as the 
point of transition from the Moralities to If ey wood’s In- 
terludes, which again mark an important historical stage 
in the development of the English drama. The reign 
of Henry Vlll. is the beginning of a new period as 
regards England. Without entering upon a closer exami- 
nation of this ])oriod, I shall merely mention some events 
which directly influenced the further development of dra- 
matic art. Among those were, I think, first of all, King 
Henry’s luxury, love of splendour and pleasure : ho ruled 
like a despot, made an external show of the whole might, 
majesty and power of the state, which was centred in his 
own person ; and then that peculiar excitement of the nation 
which, being politically oppressed, began (in consequence 
of the Reformation) to move more freely and independently 
in the clerico-religious direction, and by its lively interest 
in the great cccle.'?iastieal questions of the day, took an im- 
portant part in public life. 

The king’s extravagant love of show and amusement in 
the first place increased dramatic art both as regards the 
external means of its subsistence and also as regards the 
greater value and esteem which were conferred upon it. 
'i’he example of the Duke ofdlouccster (afterwards Richard 
III.) to keep a private company of actors, had already be- 
come a fashion among the English nobles. A certain 
number of actors were engjiged and formed part of tho 
lord’s men or retaineis, wore his crest and livery, and had 
a claim to his pr(.)tection, but were otherwise spcciall}^ paid 
for every performance (twenty shillings by an earl, ten by 
a baron), a relation which continued down to Shakspeare’s 
time. Even under Henry Yll. wo hear of the special 
theatrical companies in tho service of the Dukes of Nor- 
folk and Ruckingham, and of Earls Arundel, Oxford, and 
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Northumberland, who gave representations at Court on 
various occasions. At the same time wo meet with 
companies of actore lielonging to the respective towns of 
York, Coventry, Lavenliam, Chester, Kingston, and others, 
who, probably, as the annual Miracle Plays still continued 
to be given by the members of the trading companies, 
generally played Moralities and Interludes. Henry VII. 
himself kept two com])aiiies of players, each of which, 
however, as was usually the case, consisted hut of four or 
five members (hence tlie frequent direction of the author 
on the ancient prints of Moral Pia 3 ’’S and Interludes, as to 
how the different ])arts were to be divided among the 
})laycrs, which, and how many each one had to play). 
However, the luxurious Henry VI II., whose meeting with 
Francis I.* cost 3000/. for dresses and maskers alone, was 
not satisfie^l with so limited a number of players. He not 
only ordered tlie gentlemen of the choir and tlie singing 
boys of the lio^^al C]ia|X)l, as well as those of the clerical 
singing schools of Westminster, St. Paul’s, and Windsor, 
to become stage playeis, but in 1514 engaged a third 
comjmn}" of actors for the service of the Court. The cost 
for theatrical eutetaiiiments, for masques, disgiiisings, 
and revels of all kinds, amounted to something enormous, 
according to the ideas of the time. Ilenr^^ for instance, 
raised the sum, which up to that time had been paid for 
a “play,” from £0 i3«. to £10. William Cornishe, 
the choir-master of thti cha})el boj^s, received on one single 
occasion 200/. as a rcjuuiioratioii, and John Ileywood (as 
a Court “singer”) received an annual salary of 20/., in 
addition to his other extraordinary emoluments. Besides 
this the Lord of Misrule (the master of all sports and 
revels at Court) was specially paid, with equal liberality. 

The persons about Court naturally followed the king’s 
example, and the numl)cr of the companies of players in 
the service of some individual lords became exceedingly 
numerous. Even monasteries and abbeys encouraged and 
fostered dramatic art, and occasionally, as it seems, with 
the assistance of the clergy themselves, had representations 
given by companies of players within the abbey walls; 
this was done, for instance, in the Priory of Dunmow, for 
♦ Mentioned by Sbakapearo, Act I. So. l 
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in the account-books of that place from 1532-36, we find 
noted down thirty-six difierent sums as paid to the king’s 
players, as also to those in the service of Earls Derby, 
Exeter, and Sussex. 

This rise and increase of the external appurtenances 
was naturally followed by the extension, decoration, and 
variety of the subject. The play had received its appointed 
position in the class of revels, and the more that enter- 
tainment and pleasure was demanded of it, the more 
accordingly rose the value of the comic element ; the 
spectators wished to be amused, wished to laugh ; comic 
scenes therefore were wanted. The comic element, in the 
first stages of its development in all cases, naturally moves 
at first within the lower strata of human society; it 
appears at first rough and outspoken even to rudeness, 
and the grotesque is its favourite garb. Hence coarse 
comic scenes from common popular life form the subject in 
which it most delights to express itself. In addition to 
this it must be remembered that, as already remarked, the 
life of the people at this time was acquiring a greater 
importance, an inner restlessness and animation, and 
demanded consideration on the part of princes and the 
nobility. I^astly, it lay in the general character of the 
more recent times not only to oppose a more .practical, 
worldly, and realistic tendency to the idealism of the 
Middle Ages, but also to question the prevailing ideas, 
the ruling powers, and the transmitted institutions, as to 
tJieir justification and validity, — a tendency which at first 
always appears in the form of the comic, in the garb of 
parody and satire, because they and the comic, in their 
nature, are one and the same thing. For the comic, of 
course, is the very natural opposite of every exaggerated 
sublimation of the mind, the sworn enemy of fantastic 
ideals, as of all thoughts and opinions, that are opposed 
to actual life ; it is the contemplation of actual conditions 
and relations in the light of this contrast. But the charac- 
ter of the more recent times possessed the principle of 
individuality, the right of asserting the living personality 
against the decaying institutions of the Middle Ages, 
against the feudal state and hierarchy, as indeed against 
tile tyrannical system of corporations which had become 
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niecliaiiical, and in which the individual living man was 
unly employed as the lifeless part of a machine. Ueni^y 
VIII. was a monarch who stood as man and king at the 
extreme point of this contrast; following entirely his own 
caprices and personal desires, he spared neither the tradi- 
tional claims of the Chiti’ch nor the rightful and 2 )olitical 
institutions of the State — neither arbitrary assumptions 
nor well-founded rights. This o})position to the spirit of 
the Middle Ages appears at first under the protecting veil 
of the comic. 

All these endeavours, desires, and requirements, could nut 
be satisfied either by the ancient jMiracle Plays, with their 
limited and ever-repeated subjects, nor ])y the Moralities 
with their stiff seriousness, their cold allegory and their 
diffuse and abstract generalities. It required a new form, 
a new kind of conception and treatment of the dramatic 
material. This presented itself in John Hey wood’s ‘ Inter- 
ludes,’ a s]3ecics of dramatic play, to which, as Collier 
thinks, the title of ‘ Inlerludes ’ most properly belongs, were 
it only to distinguish them from the Moralities in the 
narrower sense of the word. 

John Hey wood was born in London, and was not without 
higher culture, having studied at Oxford, but he was more 
witty than learned; he was accpiainted with many dis- 
tinguished men of his day, such as Sir Thomas More and 
others, was a favourite of Henry AHII., and still more so 
of Mary, the (Catholic. He began to write for the stage 
(as Collier has pi’ovcd) about 1520, wlien ‘ Player on the 
Virginals,’ at the court of King Henry, although his 
earliest piece, the ‘ Play between the Pardoner and the 
Friar,’ etc., must necessarily have been written before the 
death of Leo X. (1521). This piece found great favour with 
both high and low. Heywood is also noted for his witty 
epigrams, of which he wrote hundreds, and ajipears in fact 
to have stood in high estimation as an author and wit. 
Nevertheless after the death of Queen Mary he left his 
native country, owing to religious considerations (he was a 
itealous Catholic), and repaired to Malines, where ho died 
111 1565.* lie must not be confounded with his son 

* See Chalmers, in the already mentioned edition of DodsleJb 0, 
Vlays^ xii. 45 ff. Also Collier, ii. 385. 
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Jaspar Hey wood, who, after 1559, published several 
portions of Seneca in an English translation, together 
with some poems, nor with the later Thomas Hey wood, 
the favourite popular dramatist of Shakspeare’s time. 

Heywood’s plays, although the way was paved for them 
by some of the Moralities, such as ‘ Hick Scorner * and others, 
and in so far may bo regarded again but as a variety of 
Moral Plays, nevertheless at once struck a perfectly new 
chord by completely and suddenly throwing aside the 
allegorical form, the religious and moral tendency, and 
placing themselves in the centre of common life. They 
betray a close affinity to the carnival plays of Hans Sachs, for 
instance with the NarrensclineideM, a single scene between 
an itinerant doctor, his servant, and an invalid. Hence it 
may bo that Heywood received his first impulse from the 
carnival plays which were so popular in Germany in the 
fifteenth century — and the chief seat of which was N iirn- 
berg, with its Folz and lioscnpliith — even though he may 
have known them only by report. It is, however, also 
possible that Hey wood’s Interludes originated under French 
influence ; for in France—as some extant pieces prove— we 
meet, as early as the thirteenth century, with dramatic 
plays of only a single scene, generally representing 
disputes, ‘qucrelles,’ between two or three i)orsons, which 
were performed by minstrels for the amusement of the 
aristoci’acy on festive days ; * they were a species of 
dramatic joke, often probaldy merely improvised jokes, 
which no doubt the Gorman jugglers and ballad-singers, 
at an early date, were in the habit of ])raotising, and which 
in the course of time gave rise to the Carnival plays. How- 
ever we can as little historically prove a foreign influence 
in this case as in that of the Moralities, which likewise 
a})23ear earlier in France than in England, and are spoken 
of in the above-mentioned ])atent ol* Charles VI.. in 1402, 
among the ‘ comedies lueiiscs ’ logether with the Mysteries. 

Kevertheless, the great resemblance of Ileywood’s 
dramatic productions with those scenes whei’e the minstrels 
disi)utc, as well as with the German Carnival 2'>lays — the 

* Le Grand d^Awtsi : Fabliaux^ on Confei^, FaJdes et Uomam dn 
XII me et XIII me Hucle, Paris, 1829, ii. 201 f. Monmeriiuo ct Miclie), 
Ic. 208 If. 
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favourite theme of which is of course likewise quarrels in 
the market and legal disputes — remains a striking one. 
Thus, one of his Interludes is merely a discourse between 
John, James, and Jerome, about the disputed question as 
to whether a fool or a wise man is the happier. Of this 
species of play, only this one specimen has been preserved 
in manuscri])t ; * but even the rest of his pieces consist of 
only one or a few se})arato scenes of a similar character, 
and accjuire a more dramatic a])j)earance merely I’rom the 
fact that they generally })ourtray the person's represented in 
a sharp and striking manner, sometimes also by the inter- 
mezzo of a fight, which gives the short play some action as 
well. The already mentioned ‘Mery Play between the 
Pardoner and the Frerc, the Curate and hey hour Pratte* 
(printed at London, etc. lollJj, f turns ujkui a double 
quarrel ; in the first place between a Mendicant Friar and 
a seller of indiilgf'iices, into whoso hands the curate has 
placed the disposal of a church, to the friar for delivering 
his sermons, to the other for exhibiting his relics, hence — 
as is ex})ressly indicated — to both, in reality, for abuse 
of extortion. 'Phe Friar and the Pardoner both appear 
simultaneously, commence their harangues, but soon leave 
off the com])oti<,ion with their lungs, and take to their 
fists ; thereupon ensues a dispute between thc'se two and 
the Curate, who, attracted by the noise, tries to separate 
the combatants, a] id, as he is unable to do this, calls 
neighbour Ihutte to liis assistance. The latter seizes the 
Pardoner, the Curate the mendicant Friar ; however, the 
disturbers of the peace are too strong for them, and in 
place of their being able to stoj) the fight, as they intended, 
Pratte and the Curate, after a thorough thrashing, are 
glad to settle the alfair peaceably, by allowing their 
opponents to make a free retreat. This concludes the 
play. The point of the whole i)icco lies in its satirical 
tendency against the mischief made by the sellers of 
indulgences and the Mendicant Fri» rs, under the pretext 
of religion and the protection of tho Church ; the frauds, 
wiles, and devices by which they endeavoured to attain 

* An analysid und some passuges from th i play are given by rollier, 
£.c., ii. 893 f. 

t Collier, ii, 386 f. 
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their ends — money and again money — are openly exhibited 
and sharply lashed by the reproaches which their represen- 
tatives throw at each other. 

Similar in character and tendency is ‘ The play called 
the Four PP. : a new and very merry Interlude of a 
Palmer, a Pardoner, a Potycary, and a Pedler ; made by 
John Heywood, Inipr. at Lond., &c.,’* except that it is 
devoid of all action.f The piece is a iriere dialogue 
between the four persons mentioned on the title page. 
It commences with a disi^ute between the Palmer (that is, 
a pilgrim by profession, who lives by wandering from one 
holy place to another, a species of men not unfrequently 
met with in those days), and a Pardoner, or seller of in- 
dulgences, about the question as to whether it were 
better to make perpetual pilgrimages in foreign lands, or 
to stay at home and attain eternal blessedness by selling 
indulgences. This controversy, at the same time, forms 
the red thread which always reappears after the discussion 
has broached all kinds of questions. Finally, the Pardoner 
gives utterance to the decisive words, that every road, 
every virtue, in its own way, leads to heaven. To judge 
from the compass and the character of the play, however, 
the dramatic centre of the whole is formed by a competi- 
tion in lying, proposed by the Pardoner, although it is 
introduced merely as an intermezzo. The Apothecary and 
the Pardoner relate the most marvellous and incredible 
stories, each from their own sphere of life. The Palmer, 
however, carries olf the victory by the simple assertion — 
which is, so to say, merely thrown in for the occasion 
— that of the five hundred thousand women with whom 
ho became acquainted on his pilgrimages, ho had not met 
one that was not gentle and patient. This, exclaim the 
two others involuntarily, is the most monstrous falsehood 
they had ever heard. Puns, comic turns, pertinent com- 
parisons and allusions, enliven the talk; there is, upon 
the whole, such a redundancy of wit, that it is not sur- 

* K(‘priiitod in Dodsley’s latest edition, i. 53-103. 

t The piny possesses an unmistakable likeness to No. 9 in tlu^ 
collection of the German Carnival Plays: Deutsche Fastnachts-Spieh^ 
aus dem \5te.n Jalirhundert A publication of the Literary Society of 
Stuttgart, 1853. 

VOL. I. K. 
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prising that this new species of dramatic play supplanted 
the earlier style of Moral Plays which were often very dry 
and tedious. The>e is of course no dearth of satirical 
attacks on women and the pitiful medical knowledge of 
the day, nor of attacks on the mischief of pilgrimages and 
the selling of indulgences. Herein again lies the point 
of the whole representation. The dialogue is carried on 
in an excellent manner, the diction is animated, clever 
and flowing, consisting of short lines in rhyming couplets, 
which again have a strong resemblance to the lines of the 
German carnival plays. 

The greatest amount of action in the three extant In- 
terludes of Heywood, occurs in ‘ the Mery Play l)etween 
Johan the husbande, Tyb his wife, and Sir Jhan the 
priest,* printed in 1533.* Yet liere also the whole action 
is centred in the preparation of a supper, in fetching water 
and mending a broken pitcher, which John, the hen-pecked 
husband, has been ordered to do, by his wife~and lastly, 
again, in a fight between John and his wife, and her para- 
mour the priest, in which John, of course, comes off worst ; 
but when his two opponents quit the stage after having 
‘ made the blood ronne about his erys,’ John coiisolcs him- 
self with the thought that it was he who put tliem to 
flight. This finislies the play. Thus the action in this 
case again is devoid of an indei)endent character, the 
conversations are the main things.f 

In spite of tliis great defect, Ileywood’s Interludes 
nevertheless indicate a decided progress in dramatic art. 

* Collier, ii. 389 f. 

t It is much the same with the Play of the Wether; a new and 
very mery interlude of idl maner of wether, (fninted in 1533; Collier, 
ii, 391 f.) in which Jupiter is not only attacked by Phabus, Saturn, 
iKolus and Pheebe, witli complaints and wishes about thoweatlier, but 
likewise by all kinds of m(»rtals, a fcentlemiin, a merchant, the owner of 
R water and of a windmill, ami others, every one wishing .something 
different. Finally, however, jHi)iter decides that their contradictory 
wishes shall be satisfied one after the other, in tJuj cliange of the 
seasons. The allegorical figures bring the [)iece into a closer relatif»n 
with the later and freer character of the Moral Plays ; besides giving 
amusement, its aim is also to give instruction in physical science. 
Otherwise the style and character are the same as in the case of the 
fourth Interlude already discussed. These five ]dayb are all that have 
be'iu preserved of Hey wood’s dramatic compositions. 
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In contrast to the Mysteries and Moral Plays which re- 
present the General only from one point of view in the 
form of generality— whether by historical characters of 
symbolic significance, which had become typical, or ly 
allegorical figures — there appears in Hey wood s plays tluj 
other pole of all art, the Individual and the Personal. As 
opposed to the prevailing power of the ideal — whether the 
religious ideal of a pious, God-fearing life (such as is 
pourtrayed in the Bible histories), or tlie moral of a gene- 
ral power of ethical forces — Hey wood’s pieces describe the 
naturalness of common actual life in its naked directness. 
In them the prevailing tendency to religious instruction 
and moral improvement gives way to the endeavour to 
afford amusement and recreation by the scenes represented. 
At first in sharp opposition and CKclusiveness, Hey wood 
repeatedly declares that his only intention is to make sport, 
‘ to passe the time without offence.’ His plays are repre- 
sentations of particular events and personages to the 
exclusion of all general -elations ; they are descriptions 
from nature to the exclusion of all ideality; faithful re- 
flections of certain traits of the physiognomy of his time, 
entirely without embellishment. Thus he and his successors 
represent, as it were, the Hutch school of painting, with 
their portraits and their so-called naturalism, the en- 
couragement of which likewise gave a new and onward 
impulse to the study of nature in Italy. It is the form- 
giving, thought-embodying princi})le of hidivldiiality and 
truth to nature^ which in Hey wood’s dramas takes that one- 
sided form of distinctness, through which all art has to 
pass before it can find the ideal form for the ideal thought. 

Heywood seems at once to have brought the new species 
of drama — which to a certain extent may be called his 
own invention — to the highest perfection of which it was 
capable. His successors, as far as we can judge from tlu» 
few extant remains of this species of play, surpass him 
only in one or the other respect, and are generally inferior 
to him. For instance, the ‘ Dialogue — of gentylnes and 
nobilyto,’ the author of which probably was the printer 
and bookseller Rastell (in the reign of Henry VIII.), w as 
much too diffuse, stiff, and tedious. Another similar prt'- 
duction, called ‘ John Bon and Mast. Parson ; Impr. at Lou- 

£ 2 
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don by John Day and Willyam Seres’* — a discourse between 
a plongbman and a Catholic priest upon the significance of 
mass and tho feast of Corpus Christi, in which John Bon, 
by his questions, objections and counter-remarks, especially 
attacks the doctrine of transubstantiation, and in the end 
drives the priest off the field — is, on the other hand, almost 
too short, in any case is devoid of all drastic animation, 
and wi’itten in too serious and dry a tone.f ‘ The new 
Kiiterludo, called Theresytes,’ written in 1537, is indeed 
distinguished by a certain striving towards a more finished 
style, and a greater variety of subject-matter ; the action 
also, by possessing a more independent significance, comes 
more into the foreground, but it scarcely equals Heywood’s 
interludes in spirit and humour, or in tho cleverness of his 
<lialogue. Hence, the only play of interest as regards the 
progress in the development of the English drama, is one 
published between 1530 and 1540, called on the title-page 
a comedy ‘in maner of an enterliide,* which describes 
‘ tlie beauty and good properties of women as well as their 
vices and evil (conditions/ J In this case an attempt is 
made to work out tlie serlovs subject with a moral tendency 
in the style of Heywcxjd’s Interludes. At tho same time 
it is the first ])l«ay of this species that contains a kind of 
plot, a conneci(.*d and progressive, although a very short 
and simj)lo, action; tho play turns upon the rejected 
love of young Calisto for Melibea, and upon the manner 
ill whicli, with the assistance of a bawd, he received the 
girdle of his beloved — the symbol of her chastity — from 
her own hands in a moment of sympathy and thoughtless- 
ness, and concludes by tho audience receiving a moral 
tixhortation from old Danio, the father of tho heroine. 

It has no (lat(s and was reprinted in the form of the original by 
‘ Smeeton, Ih’inler, 1 IS, St. Martin’s Lane,’ also without a date. This 
piece was most Idiidlv lent to me i»y Th. O. Weif^el, from his valuable 
colloctifm of works helon^nn^ to KnglLh literature. 

t Aiccording to the concluding words of the priest— in whicli he 
remarks that many are now n^turning to the old way, and wluire in earlier 
limes llie mass was liaUid and despised, ‘ messe in Latin ’ anmigaiii 
iiitn'dieasl — tin; p!imphl4;t, wliieh had proliably never been performed 
(and indeed was i)robHbly never intended to be acted), must have heeii 
written in the rei.mi of Edward VI., or in that of Mary the Catholic. 

I Collier, ii. 108 If. 
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From this last example it is evident that the Interludes, 
written in Hey wood’s style, aimed at giving these popular 
scenes from real life, more action and a deeper and moi\} 
significant character. This was a right instinct. The 
great object now was to combine the elements of the 
drama which already existed, but were still separated and, 
as it were, torn asunder, into one organic whole ; to blend 
the idealism of the Mysteries and Moralities, and the 
general form in which they represented the subject, with 
the principle of individuality find of living, natural 
reality, which was what Heywood had comprehended, and 
had carried out in a one-sided way ; also, to exhibit the 
ideal character of the general religious and moral con- 
ception of life and the world, in the life, and actions of 
individual, actual men; and lastly to do justice to the 
personal character and to the freedom of will in the 
individual, without giving up the idea of a divine govern- 
ment of the universe (such as was represented in the 
Mysteries), and the principle of a higher moral necessity 
founded upon the influence of general moral forces, such 
as was exhibited in the Moralities. In short, if the repre- 
sentation of a complete historical, and, therefore, truly 
dramatic action was to bo attained, then the action — which 
in Hoywood’s Interludes appeared as tlie free but acci- 
dental and insignificant Jiction of the individual, in the 
Mysteries as a supernatural and divine fact, and in the 
Moralities as the result of general moral conditions and of 
the moral necessity working in them — would have to 
combine within itself all these elements, and to represent 
them as the result of their reciprocal interaction. 
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CHAPTEE IV. 

THE POINTS OF TRANSITION TO THE REGULAR DRAMA. 

Every one of the above three forms of the English drama 
accordingly, starting with its own principle and from its 
own ground, endeavoured to appropriate the other two 
elements. While the Interludes strove to attain this in 
the manner described, some new Miracle Plays, or at least 
plays written in their style after the time of Henry VIII., 
no longer kept as strictly to Biblical subjects, but treated 
these more freely, and entered the domain of history by 
all kinds of allusions and deviations. The first impulse 
to this was the great interest which the ecclesiastical 
movements of the time excited in all minds. Thus, for 
instance, the four extant religious dramas of John Bale, 
(Doctor of theology and Vicar of Thorndon in Suffolk), 
which he had printed abroad in 1538 - and to which ho 
adds the name of ‘ interlude,* although they are partly 
tragedies, partly comedies, and are directly connected 
with the ancient Miracle plays, both as regards stylo 
and character — are evidently written with the inten- 
tion of promoting the Keformation and of attacking the 
abuses of the Catholic Church. His ‘ Tragedy or Enter- 
lude,’ under the title of ‘God’s Promises,’"^ shows in a 
series of scenes, how the foundations of man’s life, from 
the fall of Adam down to the birth of Christ, did not 
consist in man’s own virtues and righteousness, but in 
God’s promises, God's forbearance and grace ; an epilogue, 
spoken by the poet himself, expressly defends the doctrine 
of justification by faith and attacks the Catholic doctrine 
of justification by works.f His ‘ Comedy, Christ’s Tem- 

* Printed in Dodsley’s Collection, i. 9-42 ; and in Marriott, p. 223 ff. 

t This piece is otherwise very undramatic. Every one of th(^ seven* 
acts consists of a discourse between God and one of the principal 
characters of the Old Testament, the first with Adam, the second with 
No»h, and then in succession with Abraham, Moses, David, Isaiah and 
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tation,’ on the other hand, is full of attacks on the papac>, 
on fastings, the withdrawal of the Bible, and other abuses 
in the Catholic Church.* It may bo assumed that the rest 
of his dramatic productions also, of which a great many 
have been lost, wore of the same character. This tendency 
seems also by degrees to have alfected the old popular 
pageants. At all events in 1561, the Scottish people, in 
celebrating Queen Mary’s arrival, gave religious plays, 
in which they represented the awful judgment of the Al- 
mighty against idolatry, in the downfall of Corah, Dathan, 
and A biram. liOrd Eandolph, the English ambassador at 
the Scottish court at the time, calls these plays ‘ pageants * 
in his report, and gives one to understand that they pro- 
ceeded from hatred against the Catholic form of worship, 
and that, in reality, they were throughout an attack on 
the same.f Also, in ‘ the Pretio new Entorlude, both 
pithio and pleasant, of the story of King Daryus, beinge 
taken out of the third and fourth chapter of the third 
booke of Esdras ’ J there are some strong invectives 
against the papacy. 

I'ho last play at the same time indicates the other path 
pursued by the religious drama in order to arrive on the 
actual ground of human actions and sufferings, having 
started from Sacred History and the divine actions there 
depicted. W riters of plays kept more to the Old Testament, 
and more especially worked out those stories in which the 
divine guidance of earthly affairs was not so prominent. 
Thus, for instance, the above mentioned ‘ King Daryus ’ 
dramatises a single historical feature reported in the third 
book of Ezra, and in ‘ the Historic of Jacob and Esau, 
taken from the twenty-seventh chapter of the first booke 
of Moses’ (which was printed in 1568, but was very likely 
written ten years previously), there is no divine interforenco 

John the Baptist. The subject is always tlie same : God’s wrath at the 
p(*rpetnal recurrence of the dominion of sin in Israel, the prayers of 
God-fearing; men for the sinful peo]»lc, and God’s gracious pro- 
mises. Every act ends with the chanting of a religious antiplionia, to 
which an English translation is ailded. The diction is indeed more 
dignified and more refined, but devoid of aniiaution. 

* Collier, ii. 2119 IF. 

t S('e Haunnjr : Beitrdge zur nemren Geschichte^ etc., i. 13, 

i Collier, p. 245 f 
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with events, no admixture of symbolical and allegorical 
figures ; the piece moves purely in the natural world of 
man and of historical reality.* It is probable also that 
even Ralph Radcliffe’s lost driimas — which he began to 
compose in the year 15d8, and had performed, probably 
by his pupils at Ilitclien in the refectory of an abolished 
Carmelite monastery, and most of which were likewise 
founded on subjects from the Old Testament (Job’s 8utfer- 
ings, the Burning of Sodom, etc.) — were worked out in 
a similar style. The object Avas to combine the Miracle 
Play and the IMorality by furnishing the historical subject 
from the Old Testament Avith allegorical figures, as in the 
case of Moralities, partl}^ in order to giA^e the particular 
story a more general moral sigiiificamio, partly in order 
that, by introducing ‘ Vice ’ with his jokes and pranks, the 
subject might b(i enliv’ciied. 1’hus in the above mentioned 
‘King Daryus,’ there are represented, in addition 1o Vico 
(who acts under the name of Ini([uity), the allegorical 
figures of Constancy, Equity, Charity, etc. And in 
another ])icce, printed in lofil, AAdiich treats of the story 
of the Queen Esther, avo lind, in addition to some cha- 
racters that are free iiiATiitious of the author, not only the 
allegorical figures of Pride, Adulation, and Ambition, 
but Vico a]»pears as tlio actual cloAvn, or, rather, in place 
of V ice, we have a jester under tlie name of Hardy Dardy, 
whose coat even, as it seems, marks him the fool by profes- 
sion; he carries on his jokes quite freely and fi*ankly, 
without any allegorical disguise. f 

A similar mixture of Miracle Play, Morality and History 
is, in my opinion, to be found also in that remarkable but 
unfortunately lost play, Avhicli was ] performed at Greeinvicih 
as early as 1528 in the presence of TIenry VIII., Cardinal 
Wolsey, the Erench ambassador, and other great lords. 
It was written in Latin by John Rightwise, Master of 
St. Paul’s School, and its object evidently was to re 2 >resent 
the Reformation as a Avork of lies, of unbelief and of sedi- 
tion. Ill this play there a])peared: Luther as a monk, 
and Catherine von Bora in a dress of red silk, such as 
was then worn by the women of Hpires ; Religio, Ecclesia, 
and Veritas; the apostles Peter, Paul, and James; an 
* Collier, Z.c., p. 247 ff. t Collii r, ii. 253 ff. 
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orator and a poet, a cardinal, the dauphin of France and 
his brother; Lady Peace, Lady Quiotiuiss, Jjady Tran- 
quillity, and others.* Even though in some cases a 
historical thread had at an earlier date been interwoven 
with the subject, as for instance in the play written as 
early as the time of Henry VII., and again performed in 
Chester in 1529, the subject of which was the history of 
King Hobert of iSicily — showing how, on account of his blas- 
phemous pride and arrogance, he was robbed of his throne 
l)y an angel in the night, and made to act as the angel’s 
jester, the angel meanwhile playing the i:)art of king, and 
how, after various humiliations, he is brought to repent- 
ance and contrition, and again restored to his dignity f — 
still in the present case the historical matter is conceived 
and treated quite in the manner of a legend. If, on the 
other hand, as in the case of the above-mentioned example, 
very recent occurrences were brought upon the stage, it 
may be assumed that the plays kept somewhat more 
closely to the historical facts, although doubtless the 
historical fact itself was never so prominent in its allegori- 
cal disguise, as the author’s opinion of it, the impression 
made by it on contemporaries, and the thoughts and re- 
flections engendered by it. Much was, however, already 
gained, if only some place in the drama was secured for 
historical matter. 

This was evidently the aim of the later ]\Ioral Plays. 
They at first followed a path similar to tliat pursued by 
the above-mentioned religious dramas, that is, by making 
allusions to and digressions on the great struggle for and 
against the Reformation. Thus, for instance, the Entcr- 
lude, called ‘Lusty Juventus, lyvely descri])ing the frajdty 
of Youth,’ ctc.jf probably written by a certain R. Wever 
whoso name stands at the end of the old print, in 
the reign of Edward VI., was in reality a dramatised 
sermon on conversion. Lusty Juventus is twice brought 
back to the right way by Good Counsell and Knowledge of 
God’s Veritie — through words from Holy Writ, and by the 

♦ Collier, i. 106 f. ; also his Shakespeare, i. p. xxxii. 

t Collier, i. 113 If. , . 

j It was originally printed in London without a date. Reprinted in 
Hawkins, i. 113-163. 
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exposition of the Protestant doctrine of faith. Violent 
attacks on the papacy, on the worship of saints and relics, 
and on the justification by works in the Catholic Church, to 
some extent season the dry and heavy sermonising tone of 
the dialogue. Similar in character and tendency, but more 
detailed and more dramatically animated is ‘ Newe Cus- 
tome, a new Enterlude no loss wittie than pleasant,’ etc.,* 
which must have been written at the time of Elizabeth’s 
accession to the throne. Newe Custome, or Primitive 
Constitution, as he calls himself in the course of the 
representation, is the Reformation, who, in league with 
the Light of the Gospels, wages war against Perverse 
Doctrine, that is, against the Catholic Church - corrupted 
by all kinds of human inventions, such as masses, purga- 
tory, papacy, and indulgencies - and its confederates Ig- 
norance and Hypocrisie. This allegorically-described 
conflict forms the centre of the action, till Perverse Doc- 
trine is converted, abjures his sins and errors, and asso- 
ciates himself with Edification, Assurance, and God’s 
Felicity. A prayer for the nation and the Queen con- 
cludes the piece. The play is remarkable not only because 
it is already divided into scenes and (three) acts, but espe- 
cially on account of the versification. 

The history of the English drama, as must have been 
evident from the preceding account, is distinguished by 
the regularity and the natural course of its development, 
in which every higher stage rests *upon the preceding 
one; and all the points of transition, both internally 
and externally, not only occur most regularly, but can 
be distinctly demonstrated by existing examples. The 
regularity extends even to the versification. The skil- 
fully interlaced rhyniing couplets of the old Mysteries — 
which consist of many strophes of short lines — were, as we 
have seen, changed by the Moralities at the time of their 
highest perfection, generally into verses with lines rhym- 
ing in twos and twos, rarely into verses with alternate 
rhymes. Accordingly, in Skelton’s ‘ Magnyficence,’ and in 
‘Hick Scorner,’ there occur those longer lines -far more 
appropriate for dialogue and hence far more dramatic in 
character — in which we already noticed an inclination to 
* Printed in 1573; reprinted in Dodshy, Ic., i. 207-808, 
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the Alexandrines. This tendency continued to be followed, 
and in the above plays we already have the genuine Alex- 
andrines, the caesura in the middle ; the rhymes are close 
together without cross-rhymes or interlacings, but more 
freely sustained, frequently with several syllables too long, 
rarely too short. Thus the lines already somewhat re- 
semble those rhymed lines which are even met with in 
Shakspcare’s earlier plays,* except that in Shakspeare 
wo of course find them more artistically constructed. 

The endeavour to assist the Keformation by means of 
the drama was of course opposed by attempts made by the 
Catholic party, with an entirely different intention. The 
* Interlude of Youth * f is more in the style of the earlier 
Moralities, and as regards plan and character has a good 
deal of resemblance to the * Moral Play of Every Man.’ 
It is, however, richer in wit and dramatic life, and proves 
its later origin by various attacks on the Keformation, and 
by speeches in defence and in favour of Catholicism.! Of 
more interest because, in attacking its object with greater 
determination, it touches upon the history of the day, is a 
play composed about the same time (1553), and likewise 
by an unknown author.§ It bears the title of ‘ Kospub • 
lica;’ the poet in the prologue, however, expressly inti- 
mates that by the name of Kespnblica wo are to under- 
stand England, by Nemesis, one of the imincipal characters. 
Queen Mary, by People, the English nation, and by Sup- 
pression, the Keformation. Among the followers of the 
latter are Avarice, Insolence, and Adulation ; they are 
opposed by Justice, Peace, Truth, and Mercy. The whole 
turns u])on the complaints of People and of Kespnblica 
about the Keformation, which is finally punished and sup- 
pressed by Nemesis. In this case the Morality has already 
resolved itself into allegorical history, and the allegory 
now appears only in the form of the perfectly trans|>arent, 
and hence superfluous disguise of the tendencies of the time. 

While these and similar Moral Plays are gradually 

* Labour Lost, and others. 

t Imprinted at I.ondon by John Walsey, but which must 
necessarily have been writien between 1547 and 1558. 

X Collier, ii. 313 If. 

§ Collier gives an analysis of the piece in his edition of Shakspeare*! 
works, V. i., p. xviii. f. 
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transforming the orig-inal subjoet-inatter of Moralities, 
and arc striving to extend the iKmndaries of their domain, 
others pursued the path struck out by ‘ Hick Scornor,’ that 
is, they endeavoured to enliven the subject by introducing 
individual characters and comic scenes from common life, 
and sought to approach nearer to actual comedy. The 
best example of this kind is furnished by tlie recent re- 
print of a play hrst published in J679, but proliably 
written in 15(30; it is entitled the ‘Contract of a Marige 
between Wit and Wisdome,’ etc.* In this ciise, even 
more so than in ‘Hitik JScorner,’ the IMorality a])pcar8 
like an external disguise of the subject, chiefly Ix^cause it 
no longer adheres to actual moral ideas, but rambles into 
the province of psychology. Idlermss, taking the phace 
of Vice, plays in fact the principal ])art, but is here only 
by name an allegorical flgure ; he is in reality the honest 
English clown, tlio fool by profession, whose business is 
to make fun and nothing but fun. Idleness, in alliance 
with Wantonnoss, a courtc^san, Miss Fancy, an intriguing 
wench, and Irksomeness, a peevish bully, endeavour to 
prevent the marriage between young Master Wit and 
Dame Wisdom, wJiicii was recommended to the former by 
his parents Sov(‘rity and Indulgence. They succeed at 
first, but Good ^sature releases Wit from tlieir snares, and 
after the latter in a duel has overcome Irksomeness, the 
marriage is at length actually celebrated. This is the 
substance of the luoral and alb^gorical action. It ifi, how- 
ever, cast into tlic shade hy those ^larts where Idleness, as 
clown, surrounded by all kinds of individual figures fi'om 
popular life, is the centre of attraction. Thus, in the very 
first act (the play is divided into ten scenes and these again 
into two acts) the longest scene turns upon an intermezzo 
between Idleness and two thieves, Snatch and Catch ; the 
former disguised as a foreign doctor with a purse in his 
pocket, stolen from Wit ; Snatch, on his part is robbed of it 
by Catch, and is bantered in the most amusing manner. The 
second act begins with a similar scene between Idleness 
and Search, the constahle, who has Ix^en sent to arrest 
Idleness ; the latter, who has meanwhile changed into a 

* Published for the Shakespeare Society by J. 0. Halliwell, London, 

1816. 
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rat-catcher, answers the constable’s questions, by telling 
him that ho does indeed know the rascal whom he (the 
constable) is seeking, but does not know where he is to be 
found. Whereupon Search asks Idleness to call out his 
own warrant in the streets, which he does in the most 
ludicrous manner, by constantly misrepresenting the con- 
stable’s words. After a short interview between Wit and 
Fancy, Idleness again puts in an appearance, and makes 
off with a soup bowl, one of the household treasures of 
Mother Bee. Iloll, the maid, and Lob, the man servant, 
rush in and lament over the loss, till Mother Bee herself 
appears, and, exceedingly enraged at their negligence, 
belabours both ; finally Iiupiisition brings in the thief with 
the bowl. The scenes which, as is evident, stand in nc* 
sort of connection with the actual subject, are excellent of 
their kind, and with them the play forms the best point of 
transition to those comedies — consisting of exactly similar 
scenes — like ‘Gammer Gurton’s Needle,’ in which the 
moral -allegorical element has already entirely disappeared, 
and which seem to have come into existence much about 
the same time as the ]\Ioral Plays, ’riie diction in the 
latter is flowing and animated, it is only in some passages 
that it is very corru])t ; the dialogue in the scenes from 
common life are excellent ; in tlie versification the Alexan- 
drine is unmistakable, it is only in the comic parts — 
perhaps to increase the ludicrous effect — that it is drawn 
out to a ridiculous length. 

Directly ooniKjctod Avith these and similar j)icces, where 
the Moral plays seem in a similar manner to be combined 
with i ley wood’s Interludes — mucli in the same Avay as, in 
the above-mentioned examples, the IVliraclo Play is com- 
bined with the Morality — are those dramas in whicli the 
relation is tlie reverse, and in which the actual subject 
consists of an action from real life or history, in which, 
however, allegorical tigures still play a pai t. Tlie oldest 
example of this kind is a Avork by the same Joliii Bale, of 
wliom wo have already notieixl some pieces in the style of 
Miracle Plays ; it bears the title of ‘ Kyugo .) olian,’ and warn 
first performed in the reign of Elizabeth, bnt no doubt 
written as early as in that of Edward \T. For it has 
oliviously the tendency to promote the Kefurmation in 
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England and to warn persons against the papacy, by 
making direct comparisons of the events of the reign of 
King John— especially the arrogance of the Pope, the 
sentence of excommunication which he passed upon the 
whole kingdom, the murder of the king at the instigation 
of the priests, etc. — with the conditions of England under 
Edward. The allcgoidcal figures are introduced only to 
throw aclearer light upon this relation of the great difference 
l)etween the times, and hence also upon the author’s in- 
tentions, by endeavouring to give the individual events a 
more general significance.* It is in a similar style that 
Nathaniel Wood in his ‘ Excellent new Comniedie, Inti tied : 
The Conflict of Conscience,’ t trcJ^-ts the story of the 
Italian lawyer Francis Spiera. The prologue expressly 
intimates that the figure of Philologus is meant to represent 
Francis Spiera, and the principal events of his life — 
his embracing the cause of the Reformation, the lawsuit 
which is in consequence brought against him (in this case 
by the allegorical figures of Tyranny, Hypocrisy, and 
Avarice), his summons before the ‘ Cardirnil,’ his defence, 
his return to papacy (in this case the work of Sensual 
Suggestion represented in consequence of the thi‘eat of 
prison and torture), finally his repentance of it, and liis 
suicide — form the subject-matter of the play. 

One step further in this direction was made by Thomas 
Preston's ‘Lamentable Tragedy mixed fill of pleasant 
mirth, conteyning the Life of Cambises, King of Persia,’ 
etc.,t which was probably composed in 15(11. The author 
was a man of education and had studied at Cambridge. 
His work, however, is a rather crude and bungling perfor- 
mance : Cambyscs at the beginning declares his intention 
of marching into Egypt, and appoints Judge Sisamnes as 
Regent. The latter abuses his power, and on the accusa- 4* 
tion of Common Complaint, supported by Proof and Trial, ^ 
the king, who has meanwhile returned, orders him to be 
put to death. After this Cambyses commits all possible 

* The piece exists among the publications of the Camden Society, 
for which society it has been re-published by Collier. 

t Printed in 1581, but no doubt written at least twenty years 
earlier, Collier, ii. 358 ff. 

I Imprinted at London s.a. Reprinted in Hawkins, i. 251-319. 
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kinds of villainous deeds one after the other, kills the son 
of his counsellor, because the latter reproaches him with 
being addicted to drink, causes his own brother Smirdis 
to be murdered, because he is said to have wished the king 
dead, gives his step-daughter in marriage against her will 
— she is already married — and causes her to be put to 
death, because she reproaches him with having murdered 
his brother, and finally appears with his own sword run 
through his body (it has pierced him while he was mount- 
ing his horse) in order to die a miserable death. Between 
these are inserted comic scenes, in which three brawlers, a 
courtesan, and a few peasants and the wife of one of these, 
headed by Vice under the name of Ambidexter, exhibit 
their coarse humour — scenes which do not only stand 
in no sort of connection with the main action, but which, 
instead of bringing it to a point, usually end in a gene- 
ral row. The piece is remarkable only because the alle- 
gory is in so far repressed that it is now reprc’seiited only 
by Vice — more in the nature of a double-tongued servant 
than like the Vice of the old Moralities— and by all kinds 
of general names given to persons who have no individual 
character because they rej)resoiit the common people, or 
serv(Jhts and subordinate personages. Thus in place of 
the citizens oppressed by Sisamnes there appear Common’s 
Cry, and Common’s Complaint, in place of tlie legal pro- 
ceedings Broof and Trial, in place of the two assassins 
Cruelty and Murder, in place of a poor citizen yniall 
Alnlitie, and in place of the hangman Execution. The 
moral of the whole lies in the rules which a good king has 
to observe in order to live in conformity with his dignity, 
and is explained in the prologue. The epilogue concludes 
in the customary manner with good wishes “ for our noble 
Queen.” 

Akin to the above in style and character is ‘ The New 
Tiagicall Comedie of Appius and Virginia, etc., ])y K. B. 
Imprinted at London in 1575.’* It has not yet been 
ascertained who the author, R. B., is ; the play, however, 
was written very much about the same time as Preston’s 
‘ Cambyses,’ that is, in the first years of Elizabeth’s reign.f 

* Reprinted in Dodsley, he., xii. 431 ff. 

t See note in Dodsley, i.c., p. 849, 
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To judge from the contents it is a bare skeleton of the 
well-known story of the Decemvir Appius Claudius and 
Virginia; it is only the essential features that have been 
adhered to amid the many deviations in the detail. 
Appius appears at the very first as possessing a violent 
passion for Virginia, and as having formed the plan of 
bringing her to his house with the help of his client 
Claudius, who claims her as his daughter. Virginius is 
not in the field, Virginia is not betrothed to Icilius (the 
latter does not appear at all) ; all the small features that 
give colour to the picture, all the individualising accidental 
and collateral circumstances which give life, light, and 
shade, are wanting. After Appius, without more ado, has 
commanded the fatlier to deliver up Virginia till the 
affair has been decided, Virginius bursts out into the 
words : — 

' O man, o mould, oh mucke, o Clay, o Hell, o hellish hounde, 

O false judg(3 Appius, etc.* 

and Virginia cntrcjits to be killed. This takes place be- 
tween the scenes, and Virginius goes to Appius and tells him 
what he has done. I'he latter invokes Justice and Keward 
to punish tin; murderer, and they actually appear, but 
condemn Appius himself to suffer death. Ho is accordingly 
led off by Virginius, but as we afterwards hear from the 
latter, Appius has killed liimself in prison. Ills accomplice, 
Claudius, is condemned to the gallows, but is pardoned at 
the intei’cession of Vii-ginius ; it is only Haphazard, ‘ the 
Vice,’ who in the end is actually lianged. Besides Justice 
and Reward, there a])]j(iar the other allegorical figures of 
Conscience, (kjmfort, Rumour, Fancy, Doctrina, and Me- 
moria, without, however, interfering with the action ; the 
two last-mentioned figures appear only at the end, in 
order to erect a monument in honour of Virginia s virtue. 
The double nature of Haphazard forms, as it were, the 
mediator between the allegorical and the historical per- 
sonages. He is a species of Every Man’s man, but appears 
more particularly to be in the service of Apj)ius ; he is at 
the same time the clown of the piece, and, together with 
the servants of Virginius (Mansipulus, Mansi])ula and 
berviis), who are of exactly the same mind as iiimse'if— 



CHAP. IV.J POINTS OP TRANSITION TO THE REGULAR DRAMA. 65 

plays tliG coai’se comic scenes, which in this case, again, are 
appended to the main action like a vulgar and inap|)ropriate 
decoration. The piece, as a whole, is distinguished only 
by the fact that in the tragic portions we find the first, 
although, indeed, unsuccessful attempt, to form an actual 
•pathetic diction, and that accordingly the most vulgar 
farce alternates with the most exaggerated, most lament- 
able pathos. In this respect the piece may be regarded as 
the first point of transition to Kyd’s and Marlowe’s 
tragedies (for it certainly was performed upon the popular 
stage, as is evident from the stage directions). The verse 
is the Alexandrine with fourteen syllables, as in Preston’s 
‘ Cambyses’ ; still, we also meet with very short lines with 
alternate rhymes, as in Skelton. 

The allegory by degrees dropped more and more out of 
the action, and disappeared, as it were, into the extremities, 
until, finally, allegorical figures, like Vengeance- in the 
celebrated ‘ Hieronimo,’ and in ‘ The Spanish Tragedy,’ or 
of Fortune and Death in ‘Soliman andPerseda’ — accompany 
the action only in the form of a prologue or chorus. 
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CHAPTER V. 

THE FIRST REGULAR COMEDY. 

Before, however, the Moralities began to be thus trans- 
formed into actual dramas in the manner and by such 
plays as were discussed in our last chapter,* and before 
the Miracle plays, by such attempts as ‘Jacob and Esau* 
and other pieces of a similar kind, came within a closer 
proximity to their highest perfection, which was attained 
by George Pcele’s ‘David and Bethsabe’ (the oldest known 
example of a regular drama from Bible History), Comedy, 
loiih the help of ancient examples, arose out of Hey wood’s 
Interludes, and, in some instances, manifested so great 
a degree of devclopnnmt, that these have been justly 
hailed as the first regular dramas. The earliest piece of 
this kind was not discovered till the year 1818 ; up to that 
date ‘ Gammer Gurton’s Kocdle’ was thought to be the 
oldest. It was written by Nicholas Udall, a scholar, who 
was born about tlie year 1 505, and after 1584 and for several 
successive years was headmaster of Eton, afterwards head- 
jnaster of Westminster, and died in 155h.| The play, in 
ail probability, did not appear in ])rint till the year 1666 : 
but as it is already mentioned in Wilson’s ‘ Rule of Keason,’ 
as early as the year 1551, it must have been generally 
known at that time; nay, to judge from some allusions 
occurring in the play, it was perhaps written between the 
years 1 530-40. J It bears the title of ‘ Ralph Royster 
Doyster,’ and the author himself in the prologue calls it, 

* To these plays, in the domain of comedy, may further bo added, 
Tom Tiler and his Wife, The Disobedient Child, by Tliom. Inge* 
land (both written bctwecjn 15G0-70), and some others. (Collier, le., p# 
353 f. 3G0 f.) 

t For further dehiils about him and his life sec W. D. Cooper a 
edition of lialph Bolster Doister, a Comedy by N. Udall, and the 
Tragedy of Gorhohuc, etc. (Printed for the Shakspeare Society. 
London 1847); Introductory Memoir, p. xi. if. 

t Collier, Hist, ii., 446 f. 
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‘ a Comedie or Interlude.’* Ralj^h Royster Doyster is 
the name of the hero, a young London coxcomb, full 
of arrogance, conceit, and self-sufficiency, which are 
encouraged in him by Matthew Merrygreek, a person 
something between a servant, friend, and cousin. The 
]dot is very simple : Ralph becomes enamoured of Chris- 
iiane Custance, a rich widow, who is, however, already 
betrothed to Gawin Goodluck, a merchant, and during the 
latter’s absence, Ralph endeavours to witi her love in all 
])0ssible kinds of ways. He first comes himself, serenades 
her, and seeks to win over her maid-servants, leaving a 
letter, which, however, the fair widow docs not read, lie 
then sends her presents, and packs off Merrygreek to see 
how his offerings of devotion are accepted. Dame Custance, 
however, tells the latter that she intends remaining 
faithful to her Gawin, and that she despises his master. 
Thereupon, Ralph tries his luck in his own person, and 
declares his love, but, in receiving back his letter and 
presents, is contemptuously rejected. Finally, he decides 
to use force and to storm the house, but the faithless 
Merrygreek betrays him — in doing which he declares that 
he made a comj)anion of Ralph merely to make fun of and 
to ridicule him — and Ralph is driven to an ignominious 
flight by Custance and her maid-servants. Meanwhile, 
Gawin Goodluck has received the news through a blun- 
dering servant that Custance has been unfaithful to him, 
and that she has entered into a relation with Ralph. This 
misunderstanding is, however, soon cleared up on his 
return, and as Ralph, by means of Merrygreek, sends in 
an apology, the play ends in general satisfaction and 
reconciliation, by Ralph being invited to the wedding- 

* The first to give the name of tragedy and comedy to a dramatic 
po( m wjis the already mentioned .T. Bale ( i538). Previously the term 
trago<iy had been applied to a .solemn |) 0 (*m written in a lofty style, the 
term comedy to a cheerful poem, or one written in the language of 
common life. Even in the latter end of Elizaiieth's reign. Churchyard 
pve the name of tragedy to some elegies, and Mnrkluun did the sjmie 
in regard to an heroic poem. Interlude, after the time of Henry VIII., 
was the usual name given to every dramatic i-ntertainment, and 
remained so down to the time of Elizabetli. However, in a public 
U'cord of the year 1574, there is a definite distinction made between 
Tragedies, Comedies, and Interludes, the latter including the IMoralities. 
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The epilogue, in which the actors express their 
good wishes for tlio Queen, the Church, and the Nobility, 
niiist have been added after the revival ot the play in the 
reign of Elizabeth, or by the publisher of the print. 

Udall, in the prologue, intimates that he was desirous 
of emulating the examples of Plautus and Terence; 
and in tact the play has the fault of most dramas 
]U*oduced under tlui influence of ancient writers. It is 
too long for the groat simidicity of the plot, too poor in 
action, too ricli in discourses and expositions. Jlouht- 
less, however, Pdall was also influenced by Hey wood’s 
Interludes, and hence the want of action, and the length 
of the conversations might also bo laid to his account. 
’Phis is sii])i)ortc(l by the many scenes of quarrel and 
flgliting, of which there are an abundance in the play; 
nay, the whole drama is but an elaborate dispute between 
the iinportiinate juul dissolute Kalph and the faithful and 
virtuous Custance. Lastly, it also possesses a slight re- 
seml dance to the floral i)lay8 ; Merry greek is evidently 
tlie individualized Vice of the Moralities, as is shown by 
liis inclination to mischievous jokes and his delight in 
bringing al)oiit all kinds of embarrassments and misfor- 
luncs, in whidi he tries to involve the dramatic characters 
(ill this case especially Kalph). Generally, at least, ho 
entirely resembles the Vice in some of the above-mentioned 
]days, in which— alread}'- more or less individualized — ho 
sometimes appears also under a special name besides that of 
Vice. The versification is akin to those longer lines whicli 
incline to the Alexandrines, without however being actual 
Alexandrines, and which, it seems to me, wore very probably 
intended to lie free imitations of lines in Plautus and Te- 
rence, more especially of the former. Perhaps oven Skelton 
followed those antique models. But it may have been 
through Udall that this species of verse— leading over to 
the Alexandrine — becanie established on the stage ; ho, at 
least, handles them throughout, most consistently and most 
skilfully. 

Although in Mack Juggler’— -‘a now Entorludo, both 
wytte and very playsent ’ *— Vice still appears under his 

♦ Printed, according to the entries at Stationers’ Hall, in 1562 and 
Oo, but from internal churacteristics and indications was written by 
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own name, yet the play lias as inncli right to he classed 
among regular comedies as ‘ Kalpli Royster Doystcr.’ Idie 
author himself says in the prologue that it is an imitatitm 
of the first comedy of Plautus. The subject, however, is 
treated in a much more simple manner, and turns upon tlu; 
successful and amusing attempt of Jack Juggler, by means 
of a disguise, to Ixj wilder Jack Careaway, the thick-hcad(^d 
servant of a Mr. Bongravc, as to his p(;rson and his own 
identity, and finally to make him believe that ‘ he is not 
liimself but another man.* This gives rise to all kinds of 
mischief befalling him ; Dame Coy, to whom his master 
sent him, causes him to be well whipped, etc. From tliis 
alone it is obvious that this play also was produced under 
the influence of Heywood’s Interludes and of antiqiui 
models; even the versification bears some resemblance to 
that of ‘ Ralph Royster Doystcr.’ 

I shall pass over ‘ The Misogonus,’ a play which Collier 
discovered in a mutilated manuscript, and which was com* 
posed in 1560, no doubt under the same iiiHuence; on the 
one hand the Latin-Greek names of the pri]ici])al dramatic 
personages, as well as their characters, especially those of the 
two old men — Philogoniis and Eupelas— and their relation 
to their servants, remind one of classic comedy ; but on 
the other hand, it appears to be more poiuilar in character, 
and contains figures from the lower spheres of common 
English life, wliich prove that the unknown author wrote 
more for the multitude than for a reiined audience. ‘ Jack 
Juggler,’ and ‘Ralph Royster Doystcr,’ were no doubt 
originally written for the same public.* Henc^e ‘ The 
Misogonus’ forms the transition to John Still’s ‘Gammer 
Gurton’s Needle,’ the well-known comedy, from which 
formerly it was customary to date the origin of the regular 
English comedy. 

John Still, afterwards bishop, doubtless knew the ancient 
authors as well as N. Udall ; it is also probable that he 
was not unacquainted with Udall’s dramatic attempts, 
and indeed with all the plays just mentioned, some of 

the unknown author, at least as early as the reign of Mary, the Catholic. 
(Collier, ii. 3G3 ff.) 

* Collier, p. 464 ff. 
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which were cither printed, or restudied, that is, warmed 
Hp again, at the time when ‘Gammer Gurton’s h>ecdle ’ 
was hrst performed.* Yet in his work wo no longer 
find a single trace to remind ns of ancient comedy. It 
is thoroughly popular, its scene the lower sti'atnm of 
English common life, its principal figure a crafty, in- 
triguing beggar, and scones of quarrelling and fighting 
form the main points of the jday. V\e may, therefore, 
assume that it follows Tloywood’s Interludes and their 
further development, except that, in place of a single scene, 
it is a complete drama, containing a continuous plot, and 
that the re[»resentation is no longer centred in the dia- 
logue but ill the aciion. This turns upon a lost needle, 
the great importance of which is at once recognised, as 
a matter of course, in a truly comic manner, by all the 
dramatic persons, down to the judge who does not appear 
till the very last scene. The needle was lost when llaino 
Gurton was engaged in mending the trousers of her servant 
Hodge, which she had hastily thrown aside in order to 
drive the cat from the milk bowl. This noodle, which 
disai^peared in so unaccountable a manner, puts the whole 
house and the neighbourhood into confusion, gives rise to 
a fight with fists .and miils, between Dame Gurton and her 
neighbour Dame Ghatio, procures the ju'iest of the ])aris}i 
— who h.as heen requested to interfere — a sound thrashing, 
and threatens to involve all the dramatic characters in a 
terrible legal action for damages. Finally, however, the 
judge settles the allair hy discovering the various falsehoods, 
wiles, and devices by which Dikkon, the Bedlam beggar — 
a species of beggar who, by assumed insanity, sought to 
excite pity — occasioned the whole confusion. In the end 
even the needle itself is found in llodgo’s trousers. It is 
obvious that the whole afi’air is a popular farce ; as such 
the play f is not without its merits. The plot is introduced 
in a natural way, and as naturally unravelled. The ch.a- 
3'acters, even though simple and ordinary, are drawn with 
decision and accuracy, and remain tine to themselves 
throughout. The wit is indeed coarse, grotcs(iue, and 
material to a degree, hut is hy no means devoid of comic 

* In 15C6. Collier, p. 444 f. 

t Printed first in 1575; reprinted in Dodsley, l.o., ii. C-82. 
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power. The lanj^uage is a reflex of the popular tone, 
even with the difleronces of dialect and shades of the 
popular jargon ; like the wit, it is frequently very 
coarse, but drastically animated, the dialogue is good, 
and not without a certain richness of expression. And 
as the first and most necessary requisite of the drama is 
action, the play, in spite of its many defects, stands, in 
its own sphere, even higher than the first regular tra- 
gedies which appeared contemporaneously. The versi- 
fication is generally the long (fourteen-footed) Alexandrine, 
except that as in other plays of the time, it is more 
freely treated and bound by no definite measure, but 
fre(|ucntly expanded to an immoderate length. 

It was natural that upon a popular stage like that of 
England, comedy should succeed in becoming dramatically 
developed before tragedy. For when the drama, as we 
have seen, after se})arating itself from the Church and 
passing over into the hands of the people, became an 
element in the festivals and amusoments of the people, 
comedy must necessarily have predominated over tnigedy 
so long as the latter, instead of unfolding the dei»tlis 
of passion and emotional life, w'as still confined to tlui 
dry seriousiKJSS of moral instruction. Comedy stands 
nearer to common reality tlian tragedy. When it caim*- 
to be the (pu^stiou to raise the drama out of the ideal 
sphere of the IMysteries and IVIoralities, and to secure it a 
place in the midst of real, natural life, Avhen accordingly 
men commenced to study nature, and to copy reality, they 
also gave their attempts that form in which common 
reality generally presents itself, that is, the form of the 
comic - in other Avords, they began Avith cultivating tlu^ 
field of comedy. Tragedy could not take a higher flight 
or attain the same goal, till the drama as comedy— had 
already coiupiered the domain of reality, and thereby 
acquired a regular form. 'riu‘refore the more rapidly that 
comedy advanced in its development, the more it received 
the aj)]u*obation of the people, and established itself in tlie 
taste of the public. This explains hoAV it is that in tliesi^ 
earlier dramas belonging to the onler of tragedy, such as 
‘King Cambyses,* ‘ Appius and Virginia,’ Ac., nay, that 
oven in the first sketch of Marlowe’s ‘ Taniburlaine,’ and 
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in the tragedies of that time, we find introduced common 
comic characters and scenes, which, without having any 
connection with the tragic action, ovidentlj^ owe their 
existence merely to the predilection of the people for 
comedy. 

In this respect the course of the development of the 
English as, in fact, of the whole modern drama, shows a 
remarkable difference from that of the history of the (Ireek 
theatre ; in the case of the latter, the development is just 
the reverse, tragedy arrived at maturity before comedy, or at 
all events, comedy did not do so before tragedy. The differ^ 
ence is, however, easily explained by the difference of their 
starting points. The worship nf gods and heroes, which 
gave birth to the (Ireek drama, was a wido-branching 
mythology, with a great variety of material, where either 
the dark deeds of a struggling, mighty, and grand ago of 
heroes, or the deep, earnest thoughts of a rising and higher 
mental culture wore s^unbolically clothed in the form of 
history ; the Deity appears everywhere in human form, 
merely as the ideal refiex of man. In dramatising this 
material, the form had of necessity to assume that of 
tragedy. The Cliristian religion and its form of worship, 
on the other hand, turns upon a few grand facts, tho 
religious substance of which has so general an importance 
that, by embracing all men, all times and all places, it, 
so to say, bursts the fetters of history. The Divine in 
the Christian sense was connected with tho Human only 
in the one form of the Saviour of the world ; there was 
wanting the variety of the stages of transition, of the 
demi-gods and heroes, with their tragic actions and for- 
tunes. In short the sul)jcct -matter otfered by Bible History 
was partly too general, partly too simple, and partly con- 
tained too little of deeds and action. Accordingly, the 
Mysteries, which ought in a natural j)rogressive develop- 
ment to have become regular tragedies, were not capable 
of such a development. Tlieir ])rovince had in the first 
])lace to be abandoned, they had in fact first to gain 
the point of transition to the actual world of humanity, 
before they could become free, no longer religious, but, 
artistic dramas. Tragedy, therefore, could not advance in 
a straight line from its original starting point; it had first 
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to descend in a wide curve to profane history, and endeavour 
to connect it organically with Sacred History, before it 
could attain its goal, that is, to conceive universal his- 
torical events to be acts as much divine as human. In 
short, the Christian conception of the world and life con- 
tained, it is true, a more profound view of the tragic than 
tlie Greek, but the Christian religion did not directly 
supply sufficient nutritive matter for the growth of tragedy. 
This matter tragedy had to procure elsewhere and to 
assimilate it with the Christian idea of tragedy, in order 
that the idea might be represented in it. 

Therefore, comedy not only got the start, but tragedy 
was also more in need of the examples and the teaching of 
the ancients, than her light-headed sister. Comedy could 
draw directly from life, and it was only in regard to 
form and composition that she required a good school ; 
tragedy, on the other hand, had not merely to gather her 
subjects from all quarters, but she had in the first place 
to learn of what, in ffict, the nature of tragedy consisted. 
Accordingly it was tragedy which first clearly and deci- 
sively exhibited the influence which the ancient drama 
exercised upon the development of the English theatre. 
And yet we should bo mistaken were we to imagine that 
Seneca and Euripides, so to say, produced the regular 
English tragedy, even in the sense in which wo can say 
that they represent the father’s place in regard to the 
so-called classic tragedy of the Erench. The influence 
of the ancient drama in England was rather, in all cases, 
merely co-operative, not itself a general model, but only 
a single motive in the development, which as such was 
incapable of destroying the popular form of dramatic 
poetry, and of directing its course of development upon the 
mistaken road of a slavish imitation.' The vital germ of 
the English drama was, and remained, the original and 
rapidly advancing culture of the nation. The effect of 
the Heformation upon this culture was like the advent 
of a j)cople’s coming of age. By protesting against the 
despotism of the papacy and its worldliness — the dead 
formalism and the pomp of the Catholic Church, with 
its justification by works — by proclaiming the freedom 
of the mind, which rests upon the living faith and which is 
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required by the Gosjiol itself, by its independence of all 
merely external, temporal and finite ordinances, and by thus 
asserting its internal infinity, the Reformation itself appears 
but as the first and most important sign of the awakened 
self-consciousness of tlie (’hristian nations. The 2)eriod 
of the epic clinging to the Past and its tradition, and the 
lyric dreams of an ideal system of Church and State and of 
an ideal Future for its n^alization— in like manner, the epic 
striving after an heroic activity of the individual, tlie e])ic 
life of chivalry with its battles and wanderings, and, in 
contrast to it, the lyric delight in fixed seclusion, small 
pleasant circles and comnnmities— these two tendencies 
which characterise the ]\lid<llo Ages, had ceased to exert 
any influence. The ago had of itself become dramatic. 
The transition to it is revealed to us in the flourishing 
condition of the plastic arts, which supported the first 
beginnings of dramatic art, and which on its part arose 
out of that love of sight-seeing, and that longing to have 
that which moved the inmost soul presented to them in 
a living form. The drama is the ])oetry of the Present, 
where i^ast and Future nicid ; it is the image of history, 
in so far as the latter continually proceeds as much from 
the Past, that is, from th^ firm substance of what has 
Become to Be— the Existing— as from the freely flowing 
spontaneity of the dramatic characters wdth tlieir jflans 
which extend into futurity; it is the reflex of the mind in 
this its own growth, in its own ever freely flowing, living 
Present, which shows it the forms of poetry, in their true 
and legitimate character; for this very reason it is the 
poetic expression of the self-consciousness of the mind, which 
laiows that its ethical and intellectual development is the 
aim of life, its history, the history of the world. 
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THE FIRST REGULAR TRAGEDY. 

The course of the development of the English drama, down 
to the point when it began to form itself aecoiding to 
this general conception of dramatic ])oetr3% is distinguished 
above all otlicrs by the fact that, witli great precision, it 
adopted only so much of what was foi'eign as it required 
for its own development, and that it knew how to 
assimilate to itself the matter thus adopted, as rapidly as 
it did thorouglily. Hence it only ])ruYed an advantage to 
tlie drama that, from the sixteenth century, the influence 
of ancient art and literature continued to increase, not 
merely in poetry, but in the whole culture of tlie nation. 
It became the custom to cxercii^e tlie students of schools and 
universities in free translations from the ancient drama- 
tists. iSoon, also, together with the translation, plays 
written by the students themselves, partly in Latin, partly 
in English, but worked out according to the ancient models, 
were acted in the leciure and assembly halls. These ])er- 
furmances, in which the young men took uncommon pleasure, 
gradually became open to the]»ublic; from the universities 
the exhibitions passed over into the sidaiols of the lawyers, 
into the courts of law and into town halls, and U]>on 
festive occasions or ujion a visit from the Queen, they wert^ 
the most popular entertainments. lletween the years 
irioO-loGf), Jaspar Ileywood and some others, as already 
said, published seven tragedies of Seneca, with additions in 
the English translation, every act according to the old cus- 
tom being preceded by a Dumb Show ; in IdOl), ‘ The riio'- 
nieians’ of Euripides, under the title of ‘Jocaste,’ was 
performed from a remodelling by Gascoigne, Yelvortoii 
and Kinwelmarsh ; and it was probably about the same 
time when ‘Jack Juggler* was brouglit upon the stage, 
that the ‘ Andria * of Terence was translated into English 
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and performed in public.* The advantiige which must by 
this means have accrued to dramatic art is self-evident. 
The want of regular dramatic form, of artistic composition, 
<jf the coiTect estimation of tragedy, and of refinement and 
grace in comedy, was just the chief defect in those attempts 
of a regular drama which had arisen out of the Moral 
Plays and Interludes. In this respect the more modern 
art — and moreover not merely poetry, not merely tragedy 
but comedy also— might, like painting and sculpture, 
learn an endless amount, and has learnt much from the 
ancients.f The secret of form, however, is the last and the 
highest aim in every kind of artistic work. I believe, 
therefore, that tlie ])eriod, in which, under the influence of 
the ancients, the English drama commenced to develop the 
artistic form — an advance which, in its first beginnings, 
coincides with tlie transformation of Moralities and Inter- 
ludes into tragedies and comedies— must be termed tlie 
commencement of a new period in the history of the 
English, stage. This third or — if Ilcywood’s Interludes 
are regarded as marking an epoch-fourth jieriod includes 
the origin of the Shakspeariaii drama, and is the time of its 
liiglicst |)erfection. In what manner it gradually ap- 
imiachod this liiglicst point, has therefore now to bo 
exjilaincd more in detail. 

In the first place, it is a matter of course that, this 
beginning of an artistic coii.stniction of the drama was 
nothing but a beginning, I liavi; already pointed this out 
as. regards comedy. In plays like ‘ Kalph Royster Doyster,’ 
‘Jack Juggler,’ ‘Misogonus,’ and ‘Gammer Gurton’s 
Kecdle, tlie action is still devoid of anything like an 
organic centre ; it consists merely of a series of comic; 
scenes, which turn upon the unravelling of a simple and in 
itself an unimportant plot ; even the extenial arrangement 
of the scenes and ilic external course of the action is not 
always to the point : occasionally it is obscure, lieavy, and 


Collier, ii. 363, iii. 13 f. 

+ In the year 1.120 I fen ry YIEI., on the occasion of a court festival, 
rCrtllifp r ^ reformed, probably in T^itin 

TiieuTre English theatre, but more especially of the Court 
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proceeds hy fits and starts. It is exactly the same, and in 
Hi any respects worse, as regards the first regular tragedies. 

‘ The Tragedie of Gorboduc,' or, as it is called in the second 
edition,* The Tragedie of Ferrer and Porrex’ (in the 
third it is again ‘ Gorhoduc’)— a play written by Thomas 
Savkville, afterwards Baron Bnckhorst and Earl of Dorset, 
Knight of the Garter, and Lord Chancellor of England, in 
conjunction with Thomas Norton, a pupil of the University 
of (Oxford, afterwards solicitor of the city of London — was 
performed before the (jueen in the Inner Temple on the 
18th of January 1562, and is the oldest yet discovered 
example of a regular tragedy. It was printed in 1565, 
and within a short time ran tiirough a second and a third 
edition ; a proof that it met with approbation and attracted 
attention.* The subject is extremely simple : Gorboducj, 
king of Britain, divides his kingdom between his two sons 
so as to pass his last days in rest. Ferrex, the elder, feels 
his right of primogeniture thereby wronged, and takes up 
arms against his brother ; Porrex, the younger, anticipates 
him, attacks and kills his brother. Tlie mother, enraged 
at the fate of her favourite son, Ferrex, murders the 
fratricide with her own hand. The people, shocked at this, 
break out into rebellion and murder the old king, together 
with the unnatural motluT. In the last act the nobles of 
the country combine in order to suppress the insurrection. 
They accomplish this, it is true, but Fergus, Duke of 
Albania, at the same time takes up arms against the others 
so as to gain possession of the orphaned throne. The 
other nobles form the resolution to repel this arrogance, 
and a long political dissertation by Eubulus (secretary to 
the old king) on the mischief resulting to the state from a 
division of the kingdom, winds up the play. Nothing, 
however, is seen of all the bloody deeds and the great events 
in the first ct, these are all merely reported in long, 
lamentable narratives. The whole piece consists, in fact, 
of almost nothing but long-winded deliberations and 
harangues displaying a great amount of political wisdom, 
or of lamentations over the dreadful occurrences, the 

* Reprinted in Dodsloy, le„ i. 117 ff.; and recently f^iii for the 
Shnkspoaro Society in the above-mentioned edition of SaXj^h Router 
Ihidtr, edited by W. D. Cooper, Loudon, 1847. 
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depravity of men and the frrcfit misery of the times. The 
first four acts, moreover, rej^ularly end with the exhorta- 
tions and reflections of the so-called ‘Chorus’ (that is, 
four aged and wise men of Britain) about the occurrences 
of every act ; these exhortations are delivered in rhymed 
stanzas, and intended for the good of the public. Tha 
characters are indicated only in their general outlines, 
without any more accurate development or individualisa- 
tion. The king is at flivst ratlier weakly and obstinate, but 
afterwards, ill his conduct to his criminal son, shows as 
much energy as toleration, ddie Cueen, Irom her first appear- 
ance, is in a state of vehement excitement, but disappears 
completely from the scenes after having appeared twice. 
Ferrex and Torrex difler only in the greater violence and 
passion manifested by the latter. In the same way the 
king’s counsellors are all alike ; at best Eubulus is dis- 
tinguished only by his greater ])(>litical wisdom. The 
same may be said of the two ])ara sites and the four dukes. 
The latUu' do not appear till the fifth act ; up to that time 
their very names have not b(*en mentioned. And as the 
history of Gorbodue and his sons is completely finished in 
the first four acts, the last act in rc'ality forms the hegin- 
ning of an entirely new play, which, so to say, ends in 
smoke. In ])lace of the poetical conception of life, the 
essence of the whole lies in the dry, prosaic, political 
maxim, that it is extremely foolish and j)ernicious to ab- 
dicate and to divide a kingdom, 'riie autlKUs, full of 
])olitical ])edantry, do, it is tj’Ue, deal very freely in genend 
maxims and wise saws, ]>ut eviilently have only very 
indefinite ideas as ti^* the demands of poetry, and e>]K‘cially 
of the drama. In this res])e(;t they followed the ancients. 
The piece is obviously written after tlie model of(Jre(‘k 
tragedy, but more in imitation of Kuripid(;s oi* Jiis carica- 
ture Seneca, than of Sophoeh;s and yEschylus ; this is 
clearly shown by the styh?, language, and composition, 
fjspecially the harangues of the ‘ ( diorus.’ Nevtudheless, it 
is very unantique. For not only is there no trace of the 
rules of Aristotle, but the Dumh-shows, which preceihi 
every act, and which generally announce the aeti<m Indbrc*- 
hand hy an ingenious piece of symbolism, show that the 
authors could or would not rid themselves of the style of 
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the English dramas. Their work stands in the same 
relation to ancient tragedy as hlank verse to the iambic 
Bcnariiis. In the same way that the former somewhat re- 
sembles the latter, and yet breatlies a totally ditterent 
spirit, and may also bo said to give the plastic character 
and quiet dignity of the senaiius (moderating as it does all 
spiritual emotions) a freer, more active and elastic form, 
thus depriving the drama of its wide plastic folds, in order 
to clothe it in a picturesque and more closely fitting 
garment, as required by painting, so, in exactly the game 
way Gorboduc only externally resembles his ancient pro- 
totypes; internally it is a genuine English production, 
perhaps, with a Romantic character. By introducing 
Idank verse,* Sackville and Norton have rendered an im- 
mortal service to dramatic poetry. No verse is more 
appropriate for speaking the language of the drama, that 
is the language of action, and for giving it the artif^tic 
form, the flow of the line of beauty, measure and ih.ytbm 
of movement ; no other is so capable of ])liaiitly adapting 
itself to all the turns of the action ; no othcT can so readily 
and so unconstrainodly descend either to the lowest plains 
of prose, or soar up to the sublimcst heights of poetry ; 
no other is so well adapted to render both the dialogue of 
the commonest conversation and the monologue of the 
stormiest passion, of tender, timid emotion, and of intrigu- 
ing reflection in cverchanging, yet ever essentially the 
same rhythm. Whether or not Sackville and NorUn 
intended it merely to l)e an imitation of the iambic sen- 
arius, in the form required by tlie English language, still 
they handle the blank verse, though by no means in the 
most perfect manner, yet with a skilfulness which places its 
great advantage for dramatic diction in the clearest ))ossible 
light. This at the same time implies, with regard to the 
language — which in fact is refined throughout-, in cou- 
lormity with the dignity of tragedy, and occasionally 
Bcems not devoid of jjoetie grandeur - that their work is 
tar superior to all the plays which had a]iii(‘ared in tlio 
domain of tragedy before the year lo<‘»2. TJie same dignity 

The Earl of Surrey, follovviufij Italian imaMs, had atraiii emjiloycd 
hlank verso in his tmnsliilion of t..e tirst and fourth li(X)ks of the 
-^Kudd* of Cardinal Hinpolito dt.i Mi did. 
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is manifested by the style of the whole piece, the choice ol 
the subject and the characterisation of the dramatic per 
sonages. This more formal refinement, and especially tins 
highei’ conception of the tragic element expressed through- 
out the play, gives it so great a significance that it not 
only accounts for the ai>proval which the piece met with 
from contemporaries, but for the circumstance that it is, in 
fact, regarded as marking an epoch in the history of the 
English drama. Its chief fault is the want of artistic 
dramatic composition. 

This fault is shared to the fullest extent by ‘ The 
Tragedie of Tancred and Gismiind, compiled by tlio 
Gentlemen of the Inner l^cmple, and by them pi-csented 
before her Majesty. Newly revived and polished accord- 
ing to the decorum of those Daies. By K. W.’ * The 
play, as is evident from the dedication and the letters of 
the editor Eobert Wihnot, was written as early as 1569 by 
five gentlemen of the Inner Temple, K. Wilmot at their 
head, each composing an act, and, as stated, was played before 
the Queen. It was favourably received, and Wilmot, who 
had preserved the manuscript, was asked in several 
quarters to have it printed. It appeared accordingly in 
the above-mentioned edition in 1592, but ‘ revived and 
polished.’ The alterations, as is proved by another extant 
portion of the original play,t do not, as Collier thinks, 
merely refer to the change of rhymed lines into blank 
verse, but diction and dialogue appear to be entiiely 
remodelled ; however, the division of the scenes, the thread 
of the action, characterisation and composition, seem to 
have been left unaltered. As regards the diction, there- 
fore, it must be considered a work of the years 1590-92. 
In all other points it thoroughly resembles ‘ Gorboduc,’ 
but is of less value. Although the subject is borrowed 
from a novel of Boccaccio— the first example of making 
use of Italian novelists — still the play is obviously worked 
out upon an ancient model. The contents are as simple as 
possible : King Tancred, owing to too great a fondness fin* 
his daughter, will not permit her — after having once 
become a widow — to remarry. Gismunda, however, is in 

* Loiidoii,1592. Reprinted, in Dodslcy, ?.c., ii. 1G7-232. 

t Dodsley, Z.c., p. 160 f. 
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love with Count Guischard, and grants him a secret inter- 
view which degenerates into sexual intercourse ; when tlio 
King — by an extremely improbable accident — witnesses 
this scene, and in his rage has her lover put to death and his 
heart sent to her, Gismunda kills herself. The King, in 
desperate remorse, follows her example. Of all this, how - 
ever, we again see nothing, but only hear long and Avearisoine 
accounts of what has happened. Of action there is nothing 
whatever. For this reason also, the characters cannot 
become properly develoi)ed ; even Count Guisehard makes 
but a single appearance upon the stage, this merely to 
deliver a long monologue on love, pain and bliss. Yet 
the language throughout is again a})pro|>riate and digni- 
fied, but cold, without powder and ])atlio8, more lyrico- 
elegiac than dramatic, and in the earlier, original portions 
is more ingenious than in the later remodelling. For 
instance it shows more distinctly than ‘Gorboduc’ and 
‘ The Misfortunes of Arthur which w’c shall have to 
discuss presently — a certain endeavoui* to blond the antique 
with the then existing English form of the drama, as 
developed by the Moral Plays and Interludes. Not only 
was it originally written in rh 3 'nie (which, however, has 
the same rhythm and the same number of syllables as the 
blank verse), but even in the later version, all kinds of 
allegorical figiires are introduced into the action. Thus 
the very first scene consists of a long speech by Cupid, in 
which, surrounded, on the one hand, by Vain lIo])e and 
Brittle Joy, on the other by Fair Pesemblance and Late 
Bepentance, he boasts of his extensive powxT, and then 
declares his intention of again exendsing it upon Gismunda, 
her father and her lover. At the commencement id' the 
third act Cupid appears a second time in order to express 
his satisfaction at the success of his intrigues ; and the 
fourth act opens with a long monologue by JMegaua who, 
accompanied by the other two Furies, foretells her actions 
in King Tancred’s house. These allegorical figures were 
probably intended to be a substitute for the Dumb Show s 
which are wanting. By the ju’esenco of these figures the 
play stands in direct connection with later dramas, such as 
^yd’s ‘ Hieronymo ’ and ‘ The Spanish Tragedy.’ Lastly, 
it also reminds one of the old Moral Plays in so far as the 

VOL. I. a 
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Chorus (consisting of Gismunda’s maids) not only concludes 
the first four acts with long lyrical reflections, but that 
several verses are mng, 

‘ The Misfortunes of Arthur ’—likewise a piece adapted 
for the stage by eight gentlemen of Gray’s Inn, and played 
before the Queen on the 28th of February, l.')87— was 
written by Thomas Hughes (with the exception of the in- 
troduction and some choruses) and printed in the same 
year.* This j)lay deserves a short notice, partly because 
it again shows that it was more especially the learned 
schools of the lawyers and others (at that time known 
by the name of Inns) which, being affected by the general 
predilection for the stage, introduced the new element 
of culture into the English drama, partly also because it 
proves how great an influence ‘ Gorboduc ’ had exercised 
upon the formation of the plays with an antique tendency, 
and lastly, because it stands a shade higher than its 
jirototype ‘Gorboduc,’ no doubt in conseciuencc of a 
reaction on the part of the j)02uilar theatre. For although, 
even in this case, the action is still extremely inq)erfect, 
and the whole piece consists almost entirely of long, either 
of lyrico-elegiac, or deliberating speeches, from which the 
chorus after every act draws the general mural, still these 
speeches are not so didactic and ])cdantic, but turn upon 
existing interests, and proceed directly from the 2)assions 
and affections of the dramatic characters. The latter aui 
more powerfully delineated ; especially apjjarent is the 
definite and truthful manner in whicli the avarice, the 
unbridled love of dominion, the energetic and passionate 
nature of Mordred is contrasted with the quiet, heroic 
grandeur of Arthur. The language is not only as dig- 
nified and ap})r()priate, but also more animated, moio 
drastic, the blank verse freer and more skilfully managed. 
And whereas tlie jday of ‘ Gorboduc ’ ends in a tame after- 
play, evaporating, as it were, in an uncertain future whicli 
is not in any way rcjireseiited, we here have a first, even 
though a feeble, attempt to found the whole action iqion 
general idea. ’Fhe jiiecc oiiens by the ghost of Gorluis, 
iJuke of Cornwall, whom Arthur had deeply injured and 

♦ Reprinted in the Five Old Playn, Forming a Supplement, etc. 
By J. P. Collier, London, 1833, po. 5-80. 
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shamefully murdered, giving an account of what he has 
suffered, and calling for revenge ; he remains, as it were, 
invisibly present, and then concludes the whole with 
words expressing his satisfaction with the accomplishment 
of the work of revenge, and pronounces a prophetic bless- 
ing on England and her Virgin Queen. Arthur’s tragic 
fate, the infidelity of his wife, and his death by the hand 
of his son, to whom he himself had given the death-blow, 
appear accordingly as the result of a higher retaliating 
power, of a moral necessity ; except that this power stands 
as it were outside of the action, and that the criminal 
deeds lie in the oblivion of a Past, above which the Arthur 
of the Present — in his gentle, thoughtful, heroic greatness, 
which is throughout represented as his eharacter — has long 
since risen. 
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CHAPTER VIL 


THE THEATRE OF THE COURT. 

RICHARD EDWAHDS AND JOHN LILLY. 

These attempts of developing or, it may be, of first 
establishing tragedy by means of ancient models, went 
hand in hand with the endeavours made simultaneously to 
raise comedy in the same way from the low life of the 
}>eople, into the liigher sjdiercs of human society, by 
giving it more of an intellocdual cliaracter, more refinement 
and elegance ot lorm. As tliesc tragedies owed their origin 
to the festivities arranged for the (^leen and her court; so 
it was no dcnibt in tiui Queen’s (’ourt Theatre that the first 
atteni])ts of a more refined comedy were first brought to 
light. As in tlie case of tJio former, the latter also aiipear 
to have met witli great success; it was felt that a want 
had tliei-oby hecn satisfied. The uni versally popular drama, 
it in mturo It wislied to afford amusement and satisfaction, 
external furni also, to endeavour to raise 
Itself to a level with the state of the national culture. 

-I artmularly famous iu tlutir day were tiio two plays ot 
liidmrd Micards (music master in the Royal Chapel) 
composed and publislic'd a year licfore his death, which 
tookjilaco in loiiU; those plays were cntirlcd ‘ I’alajmon 
and Arcitas, and ‘ Damon and Pythias.’ A contemporary. 


1 homas Twine, calls Edwards : 


• • • • “t be flower of our realm 
And Phoenix of our age.” 


firetof tliuHo plajs is lost; tho second, ‘ Tho ex- 
Snl feiafullest Freendes, 

reSpd?n\;i^“‘®: iu>l>riiited, etc.,’ has hewi 

1 tpnnted in the latest edition of Uodsloy’s collection.* Is 
the prologue Edwards calls it ‘a triioull ^mmedie,' 
* Priated first ia 1571 ; iu Dodsloy, i. 180-261. 
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probably because tlie subject, the well-known story of the 
two friends and of the tyj*ant Dionysius, has a serious 
colouring. Even the choice of the suljject, however, was 
a mistake; it is obviously too simple, too lyrical, too 
iiiidramatic. The piece, accordingly, is again wanting 
in action ; long discourses betwt*.en the Court-philosopher 
Aristippus and the sycophantic parasite (’ariso]>hus about 
court life, friendship, etc., then between Damon and 
Pythias about their mutual love, some good theories as 
regards the best mode of governing, which the ])rivy 
counsellor Eubulus imparts in vain to the tyrant ; another 
long discussion between the two friends which of them 
shall die first, and lastly, a few comic dialogues ])etween 
the servants Stephano, Jack, and Will, among themselves, 
and with Grimm the collier fill, at least, one half of the 
piece without being in the slightest degree connected with 
tlie actual subject. The alternating chant between Plubulus 
and the nine Muses, who suddenly ap]>ear (behind the 
scenes), and also the introduction of the old collier, and the 
long scene between him and the servants (introduced 
without rhyme or reason), are especially invented to fill 
up the interval between Damon’s departure and his return. 
And yet those comic parts, which are borrowed from the 
popular stage, and are written in the stylo of popular 
humour, are, in a dramatic respect, tlie best i)arts of the 
whole play. For otherwise it is heartily tedious with its 
fine iihrases, its many sententious passages, and its display 
of classical learning — not merely the utterly superlluous 
character of Aristiiipus, not merely Carisophiis, Eubulus, 
and Dionysius, but even Jack and Will make use of 
fragments of Latin and French. The language is indeed 
refined, but wanting in elevation and elasticity ; the piece 
is still not divided into acts or scenes, and moves clumsily 
in the usual long Alexandrines with interpolated songs. It 
is obvious that if the English drama had been confined to 
the Court, or had come under the sway of the Court theatre 
with its tendency to follow the antique, it would very 
likely have become as stiff, frosty, and unnatural a thing 
as French tragedy in the time of Louis XIV. 

Of the fifty- two dramas which, according to the ‘Accounts 
of the Revels at Court * between 1568-80, were performed 
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before the Court, and which have unfortunately all been 
lost — no less than eighteen (to judge from their titles) 
were borrowed from ancient history and the heroic 
legends,* and all were more or less founded upon antique 
models. ‘ The History of Error,’ which was played on New 
Year’s Eve, 1577,t was undoubtedly an imitation of the 
‘ Menaechmi ’ of Plautus, and i)robably formed the ground- 
work of Shakspeare’s ‘ Comedy of Errors.’ Among these 
pieces there were no doubt many in the style and character 
of the above-mentioned works of Edwards. Authors at this 
time also turned their attention to the Italian Theatre in 
order, by means of its more refined culture, to polish the 
coarse manners of the English popular stage. Thus, for 
instance, George Gascoigne translated Ariosto’s comedy of 
‘ Gli Suppositi ’ into English, under the title of ‘The 
Supposes.’ It was performed in 1566 in Gray’s Inn before 
the Queen, and appeared in print the same year.J But as it 
is a pretty faithful translation of the original, in its first 
prosaic form, it possesses but little interest for us here. 

The real creator of (\)urt comedy was John Lilhj (Lyly, 
Lillie, Lilie, or Lily). He was born in 1554, entered the 
University of Oxford in 1569, and there took his degree of 
B.A. in 1573, that of M. A. in 1575.§ His best known work, 
and the one which more especially established his celebrity, 

* Collier, ii. 24 f. 

t Collier, i. p. 287. 

X Iloprinted in Hawkins, /.c., iii. 7-86. 

§ These date^s fnMii WmaVs Atlu^iut OjcrmienRis iiinl ihe Oxford Regis* 
ter do not agree with tlioso given by the editor of the ‘ Old jgags 
being a Continuation, etc., (i. 198) and with him Collitr i. 24ii) 
who place the second of Lilly’.s two petitions to the Qiierm (in the 
Harley oolloetion),— in which he mentions his thirteem years at court 
and intimates that they were spent in the writing of plays — in the year 
1579. For according to this Lilly nuist have been in the (Queen’s 
service, and have wiitten jdnys ns early us labO, and hence could not 
have entered the University of Oxford in 1569. In the second edition 
of 111 y work I drew attention to tins contradiction; F. VV. Fairholt, 
the editor of Lilly’s dramatic works, now' explains that the two peti- 
tions are without date, and that the supiiosiliou that the first of th( in 
belonged to the year 1576, the second to 1579, was found(;d only upon 
a remark made by Oldys (MS. notm to Latgjbaine in lirit. Mas. h\b. . 
who has obviously made a mistake. See The Dramat 'c Workx of .lolm 
Lilly icith Notes and Seme Accounts of hU Life and W ritings I'y 
F. W. Fairholt, London, IsoS, i., p. xvii. 
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the first portion of which appeared xnuler the title of 
‘Eiiphnes, The Anatomy of Wit, verie jdeasant for all 
Gentlemen to read,’ etc., was probably printed as early as 
the year 1579. It is a moralising narrative, in which not 
history, but tedious reflections on love, fidelity, and 
wisdom, together with advice on wit and tlie art of witty 
and elegant representation, play the chief parts, and con- 
cludes with rules about the better education of children. 
The second part, ‘ Eupliiies and his England, containing 
his voyage, etc.,’ probably also printed in 1579,* is a 
description of a journey through England, interwoven witli 
similar reflections and eulogies on English ladies; it 
interests us only in so far as for some time it was con- 
sidered by the higher classes of English society as a model 
of refined and cultivated diction. Anthony a AVood, in 
his Athrndi Oxoniensis^ makes the remark: “In these bookes 
of Euphiics ’tis said tliat our nation is indebted for a new 
English in them, which the flower of the youth thereof 
learned.” W. AVebbo, in his ‘ Discourse of English Poetry’ 
(1580), commends his eloquence and his excellent conq^osi- 
tion of words and sentences, his a})propriate expressions, 
elegance of form, fluent language, etc., and ]llount,the editor 
of Lilly’s six comedies in 1032, says: — “ That beautie in 
court which could not parley Euphuisme, was as little 
regarded as shoe which now there s])oakes not Frcneh.”t No 
doubt as regards language it was not merely Lilly's 
‘Euphues’ but also his dramas, wdiieh were written in a 
similar style, that exercised a coiisidmuble influence upon 
the development of English comedy. His chief merit, 
however, in my opinion, is that he had the courage to 
write in prose. Gascoigne’s abovc-nientioned transiation 
of Ariosto’s ‘ Suppositi ’ had, it is true, likewise been 
written in prose, and is the oldest yet known example of 
dramatic prose in England ; but then it was only a trans- 
lation, which seems to have met with but little success, 
and Gascoigne was not the man to exercise any lasting 
influence upon literature (this is evident from his miserable 
production, ‘ The Glasso of Government, a tragieall 
Commedie ’). Wo may therefore with })erfect justit'o 
regard Lilly as the first to build on the field of 2)rose in 
* Fttirholt, l.c.j i. xvi, f. t Fairholt, p. viii. f. xxxii. 
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tlio domain of the English drama. The novelty of this 
phenomenon, the unconscious want which was thereby 
satisfied, its necessity ft)r the further develo})ment of 
dramatic art, was, in my opinion, the chief reason why 
his affected language, with its far-fetched puns, artificial 
similes, and the perpetual recurrence of learned allusions to 
ancient mythology, history, and literature, met with so 
much approbation, that we even find the chords which ho 
was the first to strike, re-echoed in Shakspeare’s earlier 
comedies.* The English, and in fact, the whole modern 
drama, in the course of its dovelo]>nient, had necessarily to 
woi k its way through the school of prose. Prose, as regards 
the external linguistic form, is the representative of actual 
existing reality, of the external body of history ; verse re- 
jn'oseiits its inner poetical character, the thought, the ideal 
domain. Inasmuch as the Greek drama, before attaining 
its highest ] )er foe ti on, had never pa.ssod along the high road 
of prose, but continually ])layed upon the green meadows 
of rhythm and A'orse, its foot remained too tender and did 
not venture to touch the coarse reality of hintorical life. 
Owing to this it retained its lyrico-idealistic character, on 
account of which its most perfect productions are inferi(.>r 
to the IShakspeareaii drama. In the same way as the 
substance of Ideal and Reiil, Soul and Body, Matter and 
Idea had to impenetrate each other if the result was to be 
a drama in the highest sense of the word, so in regard to 
the form of the expression, the old distinction between 
the language of the ‘ bles.sed gods,’ and the idiom of 
‘ ephemeral men,’ had to cease. A medium had to bo 
found, wherein prose and ]>oetry could meet, and which 
was as readil}" capable of being resolved, by iinperceptiblo 

* Gerviniis {Shnhupcarp.^ i. 10.5) and A. Mc'/ioros (rmlefesxpurn 
ft OontfiiupuniiuH da Shakapf^arej 'line edition, t’uris, 1801, p. 00 f.) 
are «)f opinion that Tjilly borrowed hin atyle from the Italians and 
their pastoral [)octs, Pelriiehists and Platonist.s. And yet a stylo of 
language very much akin to liis f)wn became dcvcdoptd in tlio higher 
class s !jt the tiniK of the so called Kcnais>sincf*, wiili the endeavour 
t ) surpa.s8 the refined and elegant style of cuirifKKsition of the bat'n 
Clas.sic.s, and to display classical cnlture and erudition. Tally carried 
this endeavour no further than its extreme limit, and at the same time 
possessed the talent of giving it a corresponding English expression, 
(’nmparo F. liodenstedt: Shakmpeare^s ZeiUjemssen und ihre Werkef 
BerliD, 1800, vol. lii. p. 10 f. 
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transitions, into simple prose, or of being transposed into 
the most high-sounding and lyrically flowing rhythms. 
This medium, as already shown, was found in blank verse. 
Lilly, so to speak, conquered another domain and added 
it/to this medium, which, by a happy chance on the part 
Cl the author of * Gorboduc,’ had already obtained a place 
in English tragedy. Blank verse occupied the position 
between these. Ilenceforth, therefore, the drama could 
iiirectly clothe every part of its varied subject-matter in 
/the most appropriate linguistic garb, ibr it could, at will, 
change between prose, blank verse, and the rich swing of 
the lyrical rhythm. The lowest acts of common life, as well 
as the sublimest scenes from tlie highest regions of history, 
wit, intrigue, and the playful conversation of comedy 
which invariably requires prose, as also the heaviest, 
grandest outbursts of tragic pathos, had found their 
appropriate expression and could be easily combined by a 
skilful hand In short, the drama had accjuired a language 
which, like its subject-matter, embraced all domains of 
life and of history, and thus was capable of re-echoing 
all the various tones of human life. 

When wo consider that Lilly to a certain extent was the 
creator of dramatic prose, it must be acknowledged that he 
at that early date handled it with an ingenuity worthy of 
all praise. His diction at least aims at that brevity and 
precision of expression which is the first requisite of 
dramatic prose,* his dialogues are usually clever and 
animated, and ho has generally been sm;eessful in striking 
the fundamental tone in which dramatic prose has to 
move. From a certain point of view, even his atleetation, 
his mannerism, his parade of words, and extravagance of 
language may bo found somewhat cxcusabh?. It was at all 
events natural that prost^, upon her first ap})earaiice. should 
look about her for all kinds of finery and embellishments, 
so as not to be altogetln.T wist into the shade by her sister, 
who was decorated with rhythm and rhyme. If a novelty 
wishes to assert itself, it must, above all things, make 
itself conspicuous ; without the above faults and extrava- 
gances Lilly would perhaps not have succeeded in making 

* Of which Germany, in LossingV Fwo’h’a Gahtti md Minna von 
Barnhelmy poBscsses models which will never lose their value. 
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way for the introduction of prose. In addition to this he 
wrote for a Court, presided over by an intellectual, but 
vain and coquettish Queen, who was not only actually 
distinguished by her relined and learned education, and 
also desirous of distinguishing herself at any price, but 
whose taste was still incapable of perceiving the difierence 
between true elegance and mere decoration ; this is ju'oved 
by the approbation which Lilly’s very faults excited. 

Otherwise Lilly’s dramas are but little superior to the 
degree of culture exhibited in Edward’s comedies, to which 
they are also directly connected in order of time.* All 
of them (if the so-called Pastorals be classed in the 
category of cojiuMly) are mere (^ourt c(.)medies, and of them 
‘ Endymion, or the iMan in the Moon,’ is as it were the 
Court Comedy par excellence. This piece, the oldest knoAvn 
edition of which is dated lo91,f is one great and elaborate 
piece of llattcry addixjssed to the Elizabeth-! Cynthia, by the 
latter of which names the Queen is not only eulogised in 
Spenser’s ‘Fairy Queen,’ but it soon be(‘ame the epithet by 
which she was gemu’ally known. To her beaut}', wisdom 
and virtue all boAv in love and admiration. tShe not only 
instructs the ladies of her court about things that are 
good and lovely, but even good Pythagoras about true 
])hiloso})hy ; lier kiss breaks the s])ell which made Endy- 
iiiion fall into a foi ty years’ sleep ; her word, the assurance 
of her favour, makes a youth of the man who has mean- 
while become grey with years. It is u])un tliis enchanted 
sleep, its cause (inhd(dity on the j)art of Endymion, jealousy 
and revenge on tliat of his lady-love) and his hap]>y 
deliverance, tliat the action ])rinci]>ally turns within 
the space of forty years. Cynthia In^rsclf experiences no 
change during this lung ])criod of time ; she remains for 

* Francis M(ircs, in liis literary and critical work PaUnfUs Tamin, 
or TrmxKnj (laltiS), cvidiiitly incntiona th (3 better 

writers of com< dy in chroiiolo>:ieid order and iiaines liilly iniiitc 
diately after Edwards, and us two of Ijilly’s dninias, ami 

Sapho and Phaon aj)i)eared in jirinl as early loSd, lad wire 
preceded by The Wiauaii in thf which the author himself, in 

tho prologue, diclan^s lo he his earliest play— it is at least pio))jii'l'3 
that he bcf^un to write for the stage as early as 1;>80 (haiiholi, 
i. xxh. xxvii.). 

t Fairholt, i., p. xxvii. 
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3 ver young and beautiful. For not merely is she Queen of 
a niiglity empire which looks very much like England, but 
she is at the same time the chaste Diana, and again not 
merely the goddess of the moon, but also the moon itself, 
with its silver disc and ever decreasing and increasing 
splendour. This double flattery which continually leaps 
[)ver from tho allegory into reality, and from the latter 
again into the former, rocks the play perpetually to and 
fro, so that it almost makes one sea-sick ; otherwise it is of 
a very dry and serious colouring. Tho comic portions, 
scenes in which a few servants and Sir Tophas, a stupid 
braggart, })lay the chief parts, stand in no connection 
whatever with the main action ; and yet in spite of the 
far-fetched puns, they are the liealtliiest part of the 
whole play.* 

Somewhat better is ‘The Pleasant conceited Comedy, 
called Mother Bombie,^t the only one of his dramas tho 
subject of which is not borrowed from ancient history and 
mythology. It is an intrigue in which four servants 
(whom the poet treats partly as English servants, partly as 
lioman slaves) deceive their four foolish masters in as 
clumsy and unlikely, as unmotived a manner ; still tho play 
exhibits more dramatic life, a more independent character 
and a certain finish in tho com ])()si turn, whereas his 
‘Midas,’ which was pvinted in 1592,^ falls at once into 
two distinct plays (Mic^Us rewarded by Bacchus, and Mklas 
imnished by Apollo), and receives its point merely through 
tho allusions in which ^illy intimates that the foolish, 
uuhap])y Midas is intended to be a ludicrous representation 
of Philip II. of Spain. But even the character of Mother 
Boiubio is ill itself a very^ indill'ercnt production ; the com- 
position too is but an external, mechanical (Combination of 
various elements, the invention and tho delineation of the 
characters miserable. The four gentlemen, and again tho 
tour slaves, and again the four lovers, are so like one anotlier 

*' Akin in si.yle and ohameter are tho otlier so-calh d pastorals hy 
billy, Gahithea^ The Woman in the Moon, Loire's Mtiamnrphosi^, and 
The MaieVs Metamorphosis (probably written by him), which Bo«lou- 
fitedt (Ic., p. 48 f.) analyses. 

t Dm don, 1594; reprinted in Fairholt, ii. 71 1 

t Fuirliolt, l.c.y ii. 3 f. 
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that one might take the others’ place without giving rise to 
any confusion ; the gontleiiicn aie as foolish as weak, tho 
servants as stupid as cunning, the loving couples, merely 
loving couples. All the characters inake use of tho same 
language, an English ornamented with some good, some 
far-fetched puns, antitheses and similes garnished with 
all kinds of Latin fiagments from classic authors ; oven 
the servants understand their Latin, and Candius, one of 
tho lovers, translates the principal rules of Ovid’s art of 
loving, to his mistress. 

Lilly’s works in fact contain nothing but witty words ; 
the actual wit of comic charactei-s, situations, actions and 
incidents is almost entirely wanting. Ac^rdingly, his 
wit is devoid of dramatic power, his conception of comedy 
still not distinct from the ludicrous, which is always 
attached only to one object ; he has no idea of a comic 
whole. Hence the action in liis plays, which in most of 
them is very pair, runs on externally alongside of the 
comic clement, often without even Inung affected by it. 

Lilly’s best })iece is tlie one which, according to tho 
extant editions (together with ‘Sapho’ and ‘ Phaon ’), 
appeared first. I allude to the ‘ most excellent Comedie of 
Alexander, CampaH]xj and Diogenes.’* The subject is 
taken from the well-known story of the magnanimity and 
self-command with wliicli Alexandjr curbs his passionate 
love for his V)eautiful Theban cajltive, and withdraws in 
favour of her lover Apdles. Between these scenes are 
introduced all manner of comic ^mes among the servants 
of Apelles and the philosophers Plato and Diogenes, but 
more ini])ortant are the comic scenes l)etween Diogenes, 
Alexander and various Athenian citizens whom the cynic 
settles in his usual way. Lilly’.s wit was here in its proper 
place, for it cannot l)e denied that he possessed a most 
uncommon talent for appropriate puns, witty retorts and 
antitheses. Although in this cjise also the comic scenes 
are only extenially appended to the main action, yet there 
is unquestionably a certain intenial relation between tho 
al:)sence of all wants aimed at by Diogenes, and Alexander’s 
self-control. Tho whole piece is more carefully workcnl 
out, the plot as naturally conceived as it is naturally 
* London, 1584. In Fairholt, i. 87 f. 
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unravelled. There is also more variety in the characters ; 
Alexander, Hephaestus, Apelles, Aristotle and Diogenes 
are conceived as distinct characters; even the three 
servants are well drawn. Latin sentences occur, com- 
paratively speaking, but seldom ; language and wit appear 
less artificial. It may be that Lilly from the beginning 
intended this play for the popular theatre; the double 
prologue and epilogue show, at all events, that it was not 
only performed at Court, but likewise in Blackfriars’ 
theatre ; the piece is also free from courtly flatteries and 
allusions. 

Accordingly this drama — which in my opinion is one of 
Lilly’s maturcr works, and although probably somewhat 
older than the first print, yet perhaps a later one than 
the majority of his extant plays —I regard as one of the 
})oints of transition from the learned Court dramas with 
their antique tendency, to the more popular plays of the 
national theatre, or rather as one of the points which 
gave rise to their combination. Next to it in merit is 
Geor(je Whetstone's ‘ Kight excellent and famous Historye of 
rroinos and Cassandra, divided into Comrnical Discourses, 
etc.’ * This piece is probably some years older than Lilly’s 
‘Alexander and (\aiiqiaspe.’ For Whetstone, in his dedi- 
cation, says that he had written it even before 1578, but 
that he offers it to his friend essentially unaltered as he 
had no time to nuiko improvements. From the same 
dedication it is clear that the author took the ancients for 
his models ; for w’hile he severely censures the English 
l)opular plays of the day, he commends JMenander, Idautus, 
Terence, and the seriousness and dignity of the Koimin 
stage. This is attested by the fre(iuent occurrence of Latin 
sentences, the language ami the versification which changes 
between the Alexandrine of ten to that of fourteen syllables, 
soinetinies in alternate rhymes (of which the ten syllables 
are obviously intended to be an imitation of the iambic- 
senarius). The choice of the subject, lunvover, and its 
treatment, show a decided inclination to the unrestrained 
variety and change which prevailed in the national theatre. 

* Lomlon, 1.578; reprinted in Six old rhiys, nnd is tlie play 
which Slmkspe.tre founded his Measure Jor Measurej etc, 
houdou, 177lh vol. i., p. y f. 
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For the subject is the story of Angelo (Promos) and 
Isabella (Cassandra), with which we are acciuainted from 
8 hakspeare’s ‘ Measure for Measure.* Whetstone, however, 
was unable to work out the rich material (wliich, like 
Shakspeare, he surrounds in the framework of by-scenes) 
into a united whole. He has divided the piece into two 
separate parts, but in doing so has merely torn the subject 
asunder ; neither the first nor the second part forms in 
itself a well finished whole. The first concludes with a 
command from Promos, that Andrngio (Claudio) is to be 
secretly executed, with his deliverance by the jailer, and 
with Cassandra’s vow to avenge herself and her brother 
whom she believes to be dead. The second part contains 
nothing more than the discovery of Promos* foul deed, his 
condemnation by the King (who does not appear at all in 
the first part), and his final jmrdon obtained through tluj 
entreaties of Cassandra and her brother. Although the 
piece as a whole is somewhat stiff and dry, although the 
action proceeds rather heavily, and although its author 
but little understands how to 2X)urtray sentiment, emotion, 
and passion, and although, lastly, in its moralising ten- 
dency — with its paraenetic harangues to the audience, and 
its grand display of sentences, ever reminding one of the 
pedantic style of the old Moral J*lays — still the jday is 
distinguished from the conterajioraneous i>roductions of the 
antique school, by its rich and varied action, its greater 
drastic animation and its more ingenious dialogue ; where- 
as when compared with the actual 2)opular dramas, it is 
undoubtedly, upon the whole, more refined, the subject 
more skilfully arranged, the action better motived, and 
the characters more skilfully delineated. 
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THE POPULAR DRAMA AND THE POPULAR STAGE. 

Unfortunately nothing has been preserved of the popular 
dramas of the period between 1570 and 1585, with the ex- 
ception of the above-mentioned oft*shoots of the Mysteries, 
Moral Plays, and Interludes. Whetstone, in his Dedica- 
tion referred to in our last chapter, characterises them in 
the following words ; ‘ The Englishman in this quality is 
most vain, indiscreet and out of order : ho first grounds his 
work on impossibilities; then in three hours runs he through 
the world, marries, gets children, makes children men, men 
to concpier kingdoms, murder monsters, and bringeth gods 
from heaven and fetcheth devils from hell. And (that 
which is worst) their ground is not so unpcrfect as their 
working indiscreet ; not weighing, so tlie people laugh, 
though they laugh them (for their follies) to scorn : many 
times (to make mirth) they make a clown companion with 
a king : in their grave councils they allow tlie advice of 
fools ; yea, they use one order of speech for all persons, a 
gross indecorum ; for a crow will ill conterfeit the nightin- 
gale’s sweet voice : even so affected speech doth misbecome 
a clown.’ Stephan Gosson expresses a similar opinion 
against the theatre in his ‘ Plays Confuted in Five 
Actions,’* where, he says, ‘Sometimes you see nothing but 
the adventures of an amorous knight, passing from country 
to country for the love of his lady, encountering many a 
terrible monster, made of brown paper, and at his return 
is so wonderfully changed, that he cannot be known but 
by some posy in his tablet, or by a broken ring, or a hand- 
kerchief, or a piece of cockle-shell ... If a true history be 
taken in hand, it is made like our shadows, longest at the 
rising and falling of the sun, shortest of all at high noon ,* 
for the poets drive it most commonly unto such points, as 
*Ray best show the majesty of their pen in tragical speeches, 
♦ Loudon, 1580. 
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or set the hearers agog with discourses of Jove, or paint a 
few anticks to fit their owne Ininiors with scofis and taunts, 
or bring in a sliewe to furnish the stage when it is bare.’ 
Another point is brought forward by Sir Philip Sidney (a 
great admirer of Aristotelian unities), in his ‘Apology 
of Poetry ’ (1.583) ; after having. accused English tragedies 
and comedies of disregarding both the laws of ‘honest 
civility ’ or skilful poetry, after even finding fault with 
‘ Gorboduc ’ (which, however, in this respect stands infini- 
tely higher than all the other dramatic productions of the 
time) for violating the unity of place and time, he ridicules 
the imperfection of the scenic arrangements which are in 
accordance with this carelessness, and goes on to say : ‘ Now 
you shall have tliree ladies walk to gather flowers, and 
then we must believe the stage to be a garden : by and by 
we hear news of a shi] wreck in the same place ; then wo 
are to blame if we accept it not for a rock. Upon the back 
of that comes out a hideous monster with fire and smoke, 
and then the misoral)lc beholders are bound to take it for 
a cave ; while in f he mean time two armies fly in, repre- 
sented with four swords and bucklers, aiid then hat liard 
heart will not receive it for a pitched field ? ’ Sidney then 
like Whetstone finds fault with authors introducing into 
one piece an enormous mass of the most heterogeneous 
matter, mixing tragedy and comedy, and embracing a 
period of several generations of men; whereas Gosson * 
observes much in the same strain : “ I may boldly say it, 
because I have seen it, that ‘ The Palace of Pleasure,’ ‘ The 
Golden Ass,’ ‘ ’J'he Ththioju’an History,’ ‘ Amadis of France,’ 
and ‘ The Pound Table,’ — bawdy comedies in Latin, French, 
Italian, and Spanish, have been throughly ransacked to 
furnish the play-houses of Lomhin.” 

In fact it a]’>pears that there was produced about this 
time an enormous number of dramas of all kinds, for, as 
already remarked, more than fifty different pieces were 
played before the Court alone, within the ten years from 
1670-1580.t It is true that among them we meet with a 

* Flay& confufed in Five Ads. London, 1580, S. Gossoii. 

t ExtracU jrom the Accounts of the Heveh at Court in the Feigns of 
Queen Elizabeth and King James I., etc. By P. Cunningham. Loud., 
Pr. f. i Sh Soc.. 1842. 
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number of dramas — an Orestes, an T])]iigenia, an Ajax and 
Ulysses, a Narcissus, Alkmaioii, (iuintus Fabius, Mu(;iiis 
Scscvola — the subjects of which are borrowed from tlu; 
Greek mythology and Eoman history, and which, tho t^- 
fore, were probably constructed after the model of tlio 
ancients. But even the CVmrt does not seem ])y any incaiis 
to have exclusively favoured the anticpio tendency. At mH 
events a number of the titles of other plays show prettv 
clearly that they originally befonged to tlie popular stage, 
or were at least written in its style. Two of them art* * * § 
entitled: ‘ The Play of Fortune,’ tirst ])erfurmed in I57 J. 
and ‘The History of the Collier,’ 1705; the former was 
probably ‘ The Itaro Triumphs of Lov^e and Furtnin*,’ of 
whicli only a single copy of the old ]>rint of 1.5S9 lias beem 
preserved ; * this was probably the play wliich first ap- 
peared in print in 1()()‘2 under tlie title of ‘Grim, tlu? 
Collier^ of Croydon, or the Devil and his Danie,’f but 
doubtless received its y)rosent form from a later hand, ])ro- 
bably from William llaughton.J It is only one portion of 
the play, the scene between Grim the Collier, Clak tlu* 
miller, Shorthose the i)arson, and Joan, Grim’s sweetheart, 
that may have retained its original form, whereas the two 
other parts — the history of the unhajipy Devil (wlio is sent 
up to earth to assume a human form and to find (nit whethcj* 
the women have become as bad as Malbeccu maintains, the 
latter having just arrived in hell) and the story of the love 
oflTonorca, the daughter of the Duke of London- seem 
to be old as regards subject, but as regards form to lie 
thoroughly remodelled. Perhaiis the old historical drama, 
which is written in prose and entitled ‘Tin? Famous 
Victories of Henry the Fifth, containing the Honourable 
Batell of Agin-court,’ was likcAvise i>rodueed in the b(.‘gin- 
niiig of the eighth decade, for Tarletoii is recorded to have 
played in it ; therefore it must have been upon tlie stagt? 
, prior to his death in 1588.§ If the reader is bold enough 
, to give a general opinion as regards the value, the spirit 

* It is analysed by Collier, ?.r., iii. 41 f. 

t Dodsley, xi. 189--258. 

X Ihnalowes Diary, etc. Ed. by J. P. Collit r, London, printed f. t 
Sh. Soc. 1845, p. 169. 

§ Six Old Pkysj ctc.^ ii. 319-*375. Also Collier, iii. 70. 

H 
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and the character of the English poi)ular theatre between 
the years 1 570-85--judging it from the above three pieces 
which doubtless belong to it, and from the oldest and most 
popular extant works of Kyd, Greene, and Peele (‘Iliero- 
nimo,’ ‘ The Spanish Tragedy/ ‘ Soliman and Terseda,* ‘ Sir 
Clyomon and Clamydes) — he will find the above-quoted 
remarks of Whetstone, (iosson, and Sidney, corroborated. 

In fact the English poimlar poets of the time evidently 
did not trouble themselves about the rules of Aristotle, 
which, as we have seen, were not oven strictly observed 
by the learned dramatists of the antique school ; Sidney’s 
doctrinaire recommendation of them was fortunately not 
accepted. They followed their own path freely and boldly, 
by always adopting, purifying ad working out the 
elements of culture existing in the people. Their main 
object was to attract and charm tlie popular mind ; hence 
they had always to kee]) close to it, but at the same time to 
keep one degree above it ; they had to turn to those subjeets 
which lay nearest to it, and were intelligible to it, that is, 
they had to keep to general human motives which at the 
.‘'aiiie time are ever th most i)opular, and they accepted 
only such rules and laws as could be combined with such 
motives without weakening them. To employ these 
motives as efliciently as possible, and to draw the rules of 
theii artistic labours from that whi(;h produced most effect 
upon still unperverted minds, was their sole aim and 
object - and this is really the couj’so followed by all 
genuine artistic efforts, in the undisturbed pursuit of 
which they will always attain what is highest and best. 
It was only in tlie course of a natural progressive develop- 
ment like this that a Shakspearc could appear. 

For this very jeason the want of i)ro]>ortion and syin- 
inetiy, and of adequate motives for the incidents and 
action of the piece occasioned a certain absence of plot 
which was the chi(!f defect of all these earlier English 
dramas. That which, in a inaturer age of art and under 
prevailing reflection, the poet readily attains to, is his 
greatest difficulty in its infancy and youth, wliilo fancy 
and sensibility predominate. Like a youth in his fervour, 
the English poet of this period poured forth the images 
of his fancy, his feelings and affections in an overflowing 
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fulness, frequently crowding together in one piece several 
different actions, and piling incident upon incident, irv- 
qnently also inserting most inappropriate scenes, in order 
to enliven a bold and unconnected story. I'he scenes, 
which generally consisted of detached situations, were 
arbitrarily arranged ; the complication and denouement 
were often, so to say, lugged in by the ears and as often 
unnaturally delayed. In short, in the same way that ol(l 
paintings are mostly happy in individual parts, while the 
grouping and arrangement of the different figures are 
frequently indistinct, aimless and incidental, so too in tlie 
early English dramas we feel a special want of true 
artistic composition. That which ie generally the most 
difficult j)oint in all art, must have particularly perplexed 
the poets and artists of those times. The reason of this 
was, that the spirit of the more modern art stood in 
need of a certain abundance of matter, a greater multitude 
of individual figures, actions and events. Christianity has 
no mythology ; to the Christian view of things the Divine 
no longer presents itself to man in an objective sensuous 
shape, and cannot, therefore, any longer exercise an 
immediate and personal influence on his affairs. Every 
one bears the Divine within himself. Most of the later 
nations, however, were not in possession of heroic legends ; 
these had perished with l*aganism, which had been ex- 
changed for Christianity, or at least they had vanished 
from the minds of men. The mythical divinities and 
heroic figures of the ancient drama, the typical repre- 
sentatives of the general qualities of human nature, were 
therefore entirely wanting to the English dramatists. 
They were obliged to keep to real life, to the history of 
the present and past, and to strive to make the drama 
become, as it were, its poetical reflex. Consequently, if 
their productions were to possess a universally valid sig- 
nificance, if the general principles of humanity were to 
he exhibited objectively, not merely in the characters of 
the dramatic personages, but also in the action represented, 
this could only be attained by a representation in which 
the one and the same thing that occurred in all, was re- 
peated in the greatest possible variety of figures, actions and 
events, and by this very means proved itself to bo uni- 
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verBally a]'plical)le. Tins demand the poet voluntarily 
obeyed in all cases whenever it sprung up freely from the 
national Christian culture; and consequently, while the 
ancient drama, which had its origin in greater lyrical 
simplicity, was continually enlarging the number of the 
dramatic characters, the range of subject and the complica- 
tion of the action, the modem drama followed an entirely 
opposite course. This is at once proved by the immense 
extent of subjects chosen for representation in the old 
iSTysteries, and which, even though somewhat reduced at 
first in the IMoral Plays, soon again swelled to the same 
extent. But to work artistically upon such quantities of 
material is more dihicult than (which was the first problem 
of ^^Ischylus) to arrange three persons and a chorus in such 
a manner as to form a wcdl-rounded or harmonious whole. 
No wonder, therefore, that the earlier English dramatists 
did not at once succeed in tiiis task ; no wonder that much 
of the multitude of actitms and events remained without 
adequate motive, and that, consequently, the epic element 
maintained its ju'edominance in so far as the incidents 
were arranged in simple siurcession, and as the actions 
only luqqKmed ^ and were not the result of the characters of 
the dramatic ptTsojjages and of the position of affairs. 

The Slime reason led the early English dramatists to 
form an ernnKMius conception of tragedy. In order to 
secure for it its due importance and the greatest possible 
effect, they exaggerated the tragic element to such a 
degree as to make it hideous and horrible, and to accom- 
})lish this tliey had recourse to the most forced situations, 
to the delineation of coar.se outbursts of passion and to a 
diction which was unnatural, forced, and bombastic. But 
even ^scbylus is accused by Aristophanes with not iiii' 
frequently liaviug injured his tragic sublimity by patlietic 
bombast. Besides this the stronger nerves of a ])eopU‘ 
more familiar than the present age with scenes of suffering 
of every kind, of death and dcHtruetion in real life — recall 
but the many criminal processes, with all the horrors of 
the Star (diamher, of the many executions under Eliza- 
])eth’s predecessors, and even under her own government — 
would require the most glaring description of tragedy to 
move them. In comedy this had its counterpart in coarse* 
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ness and vulgarity ; and not iinfreqiiently low buffoonery 
and obscene jests had to supply the want of an ineffective 
rchiied wit. Tlio puns, the favourite form of wit in llie 
popular mind, were often nothing more than a perversion 
of words; persons of the lower ranks, servants, waiters, 
and oth(‘rs had the chief parts to play and were the 
actual exponents of the comic element. The fun was 
centred in the clown, who on all occasions thrust himself 
with or without reascjii into the action, and moreover had 
the privilege of conversing ex temjmre with the spectators, 
of making remarks about little incidents occurring in the 
pit or gallery, and of throwing his jokes about at random. 
At the close of the piece it was customary for the clown 
in a kind of aftcr-})lay called jig, to give an especial 
exhibition of his skill, to dance, sing, to make grimaces, 
and, as an accompaniment, to improvise comic and not un- 
freipicntly senseless verses— a custom which Sliakspeare 
has modified in his ‘ What you Will,’ and adapted to his 
puri)Ose in ‘ Love’s Labour Lost.’ 

d’hese were the dark sides of the cjxrlier English populaj* 
drama, which, however, are not merely relieved by a few 
separate rays of light, but were themselves but the shadows 
of a creative, quickening, and brilliant source of liglil. 
Toe try, at that time, resembled a luxurious garden, fruit- 
ful to excess, a ptu-fect chaos of fermenting elements. Its 
various productions sliot up like rank weeds, its enutions 
were coarse and <lisproportioned, the shapeless primary 
forms of a yet uncontrolled creative power. In general, 
however, it is this very luxurious energy of mind, this 
swelling, shooting, and teeming of the early spring that 
delights tho intelligent mind and refreslies the child of an 
enfeebled civilization. Even Hhakspeare’s poems remin<l 
us in many instances of the dark, fantastic wilderness of 
an untrodden )>rinneval forest, of the free, luxurious soil 
never yet touched by the plough, in which his works also 
have their deepest roots. 

1 believe that the chief excellences of the dramatic 
popular poetry of this period do not so much lie in their 
individual creations as in their general spirit and in the 
general formaimi of art. In tho fulness of their youthful 
strength and love of action, poets made a sure grasp 
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at draiHaiic art in its inmost essence, that is, at the action, 
AVliatever faults their works might possess, action was 
never wanting. The drama, however, is nothing hut tho 
poetry of action ; to dramatize a subject and to allow it to 
develop as an action, is one and the same thing. This was 
felt by the popular poets in consequence of that unerring 
instinct which directs the course of every undisturbed 
national culture in all departments. It was to tliis 
])oint therefore, that they directed all their efforts; it was 
this demand which they endeavoured to satisfy regardless 
of everything else. It was by this very means that they 
esiahlished the English drama, in the first place, by seizing 
its mhstance. As regards the form, the excellences of 
which 1 am speaking, were certainly more negative than 
])Ositive. And yet it was unquestionably a merit of tho 
l)oets that, although many of them were perhaps not 
unacquainted with the dramatic laws of the ancients, 
they scorned to imitate the ancient drama according to 
these laws. Here also the spirit of romantic* poetry 
unconsciously and involuntarily made itself felt. As 
('Christianity preached and demanded the freedom of the 
human mind and its dominion over nature, and as it 
]-aised the mind beyond the finite and freed it from the 
limits of space and time, so it also released art from those 
fetters which were nothing but the consequence of this 
state of l)ondage. Ancient poetry in its sensuousness, its 
outward definiteness and jdastic severity of form, and 
especially in its clinging to tho idea of destiny— by which 
man was placed beneath the sway, not indeed of a merely 
natural, but also of a moral, as well as stern and unalterable 
necessity— required these restraints ; its dependence on 
the forms and laws of nature, which lay in its inmost 
character, had also to appear in its outward form. 
Eomantic poetiy, on the other hand, the spirit of which 
was freedom and personality, was as much obliged to 
repress these forms and laws. It had to substitute the 
laws of spiritual beauty for those possessing an ex- 
ternal sensuous, and hence more plastic than poetic beauty 

* I use the word here in its most general significance, to make 
a distinction between the antique or the so-called classic and modern 
poetry in general. 



CHAl*. VIII.] THE POPULAR DRAMA, ETC. 103 

of fo/TTi. Not a sensuous unity, that is, a nuaierical unity 
of action, but the ideal unity of action, that ib, the unity of 
the idea— the view of life and history which can manifest 
itself in any arbitrary number of actions and events — had 
to become the principle of the romantic drama. It was 
not the unity of a sensuously cognisable period, connected 
with the rising and the setting of the sun, but the unity of 
the spint of the age^ of the ideal succession and consecpience 
of things ; and likewise not the unity of the outward 
place, but the unity of spiritual space, that is, of spiritual 
relations, of the ideal co-existence of things — to which the 
more modern art had to learn to direct its attention. In 
the strict observance of these laws lies the beauty of 
genuine artistic form, the perfection of the dramatic 
composition, such as is invariably exhibited in Shakspeare, 
whereas the difficulty of making the right use of the 
freedom granted by these laws, led the earlier poets into 
excess and anarchy. 

In the same way this mixture of the tragic and the 
comic— which always existed in the national drama of 
England from its first beginnings— appeared more arbi- 
trary and accidental in the earlier poets. And yet this 
also was but the necessary consequence of that peculiarly 
national culture of mind, which predominated undisturbed 
ill the course of the development of Knglish poetry. 
Ancient tragedy, because it grew out of the mythical re- 
ligious ground of the worship of Dionysus, clung through- 
out, with rare exceptions, to the subjects which were offered 
by the epic legends of the semi-mythical age of heroes. 
Their heroes consequently have a plastic-ideal character ; 
they are typical figures of general human significance, and 
at the same time are typical representatives of the princi- 
pal features of the Greek national cliaracter. There was 
no need of these being specially delineated, because their 
personality and their fate were perfi ctly well known to 
the Greek public. To invest them with individual charac- 
teristics (as Euripides attempted) so as to bring them 
nearer to actual a'nd real life, would have been wrong, 
because this would necessarily produce a heterogeneous 
mixture of foreign elements, which could only offend a 
fine sense of beauty (this is chiefly the reason why 
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Euripides, altlioiigli, according to Aristotle, the ‘ most 
tragic ’ of all ])oets, is iicvortlielcss inferior to Sophocles 
and iEschyliis). The ideal sphere, in ’which those typical 
lieroic ligurcs moved, and in ’whicli they did not mix with 
the common people — the usual run of ‘ ephemeral men ’ — but 
only with one another and with the immortal gods, could 
not possibly he entered by comedy (which has its very 
root in the individual weaknesses, follies and perversities 
nf the great mass of mortals) without producing a shrill 
discord. Hence, in the ancient drama, that strict, inviolable 
separation of tlie tragic and comic, which the ancients 
considered so conij)l(‘tcly a matter of course, that the 
thought of the ])ossibility of a combination of the two 
(dements ne> er occurred to them. In the modern drama, 
however, this combination had, from the very commence- 
ment, to take up its position, beciause fnmi the very com- 
mencement it placed itself upon the ground of actual life, 
and in the course of its development from the past events of 
Bible histories continued by (legrees to draw closer to the 
living present, until finally it treated only of events, 
actions and persons, which in all cases were but the 
}»oetical reflexes of hisf orical reality in the j^ast and present, 
in real life, however, the sublime and common, tragic and 
(.•omic, often stand close togetlnu-, the grand, inighiy, and 
terrible are often followed directly by what is small, weak 
and ludicrous. ITowevcu*, in order to ennoble these sub- 
jects fr(jni history and the living present, in a poetical 
manner, in (.)rder to bring them in cemnection with the 
s])here ot the ideal, fty tlie depth and gtneral truth of th(3 
leading ideas, and thus to establi.sh the justification of th(3 
combination of th(? tragic and comic -it indeed recjuired a 
mind as great and profound as that of Shakspearo. For 
this reason I must reserve the closer examination of this 
whole point till ’we come to discuss the development of the 
general view of po( 3 try entertained by Shakspeare himscilf. 
NV e may here remai'k that this combination of the two 
dramatic elements harmonised with the form and com- 
position of the languag(i in the earlier English dramas. 

I do not merely allude to the more arbitrary than free 
exchange of prose and poetry — the latter being gene- 
rally employed in the scenes of external or internal 
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hubliniity, the ftjrmer reserved for the coniic parts, for the 
scenes of everyday life, and for characters of low birth, 
servants and others — but also to the continual change of 
t]ie whole tone, of the style and character of the diction, 
which keeps pace with the course of the action, with the 
coining and going of the various personages, and with 
the change of situation. Both necessarily enhance the 
(liainatic effect, provided only tliat the change be not 
accidental, but such as we find it in 81iaks[)ea.re, arising 
always with intrinsic necessity from the subject and from 
tlie development of the action. 

Before the year 1585, that is about the time of Shak- 
spoare, all the accesstiries of the tlieatrc, the arrangement 
of the stage scenery and decorations, occupied a similar 
and perhaps a lower position than the intlividual poetical 
productions. Even in the latter years of Eli/.abeth’s 
roign we still hear of dramatic rcjirosen tat ions by privi- 
leged actors in Churches and (lia]>els, but this occurred 
very seldom. The exhibitions wen^ g(?nei'ally given in 
school-rooms, lecture-halls and law-courts, in the great 
Inn-yards, at the s(‘ats of the gentry and in the palaces 
of the great, for which purpose temporary stages were 
erected. According to Ilalliwell,* the first })ublic play- 
house ‘the Theatre ’ was built in 157(), and that called 
‘ the Curtain,’ must also have been erected in the same or 
at least in the following year, for both are mentioned by 
John Northbrooke (minister and ])reacher of the word of 
Cod) in a ‘Treatise against Dicing, Dancing, Plays, and 
Interludes, ’t which was entered at tStationers’ Hall as early 
as 1577. Another preacher, named White, in a sermon 
of 1576 (but printed at a later date) calls the then existing 
playhouses ‘sumptuous theatres ’ and the Puritan ])roacher 
Stock wood, in a sermon of the year 1578, maintains that 
there already existed ‘ eight ordinary places ’ in liondon 
where theatrical exhibitions were given ; J the majority of 

* Illustrations of the Life of Shahespeare, etc., Part I. London, 1874. 
Tho spot where at one time Shakspeare^s dramas were first played and 
produced such a mighty effect, is now <K’cnpied by the printing othoe 
<'f the ‘ Times,* tlie first and most infiiiential newspaper in tho world. 

t Republished for tho Sliakospcnre Society in 1843, p. 85, by 
Collier, from the earliest e»Ution, about A.n. 1577. 

J (Jollier’s ShaJmpearet p. xxxvi. Northbrookc, Ic.j p, xiv. 
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these, howevei’, were Diost likely merely Inn-yards which 
were oc(jasionally transformed into theatres. It is probable 
that Whitefriars was erected shortly afterwards, and that 
between 1584-85, Phil. Henslowe built the Rose.* The 
cause of these buildings being erected arose from a resolu- 
tion of the Lord Mayor and the Aldermen of the City in 
1575, which not only demanded the revision and special 
licensing by their officer of every piece to be represented 
in the city— on account of the performances in the inn- 
yards having led to disorders and excesses of all kinds — 
but also (in spite of applications and remonstrances) most 
strictly enjoined that the players in the City should 
confine themselves to private representations, and that 
they should not play at all on Sundays, and only after 
evening service on Church festivals. Blackfriars’ 'I'heatre, 
according to Halliwell, cannot have been built before 1596. 
Soon after this six or seven other play-houses were erected, 
among which the C lobe— (with the figure of Hercules 
supporting the globe, and bearing the inscription Totus 
mundus agit histrionem) wliicli, according to Halliwell, was 
built in 1599 by the Lord ('hamberlain’s Company — the 
Red Bull, the Fortune, and the (.’ockpit or Phoenix in 
Drury Lane were the most important. Altogether during 
the poetical career of Shaks])eare there were twelve or 
thirteen, and subsequently under James I. about seventeen 
theatres specially designed and used for scenic representa- 
tions, so that London at that time possessed nearly as 
many as at the present day when its size is eight times as 
largo. However, plays were not given in all of these 
theatres at the same time, for some were open only during 
the winter, others only during the summer; the latter 
therefore (mly had a covering over the galleries, frequently 
merely over the stage, the pit was open and exposed to 
the weather. One of these w^as the Globe, of which 
Shakspeare was a proprietor during the height of his 
dramatic career; it was a plain wooden building, almost 
entirely without windows, in which plays were given 
by daylight. Blackfriars, on the other hand, the second 
theatre with which Shakspeare was connected, was open 
during the winter and in the evening, 

* Ccllicr, Memoir of Edward Alleyn, etc. London, printed for tlio 
th. Soc., 1841, n. 189. 
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Tlio oldest theatres, like the stages in the school-rooms, 
law courts, and inn-3"ards, were at first without scenic 
decorations; movable scenery was not introduced till 
after the Restoration.* The only decoration of the stage 
consisted of a simple piece of tapestry, which was never 
changed ; wlu;n torn the rents were filled up by rough 
paintings. A curtain across a corner of the stage served 
to separate the more remote places. A board, bearing the 
name of the country or town, indicated the place of action, 
the change of which was efiected by the erection of another 
hoard. A light blue flag, hanging from the roof, denoted 
that it was day, a darker one announced that it was 
night. A table with ])en and ink conveited the stage 
into a counting-house : two chairs in place of the table 
changed it into an inn ; by a bed being ])ushed forward, 
it became a sleeping apartment. The actors frequently 
remained (piietly on the stage, while these symbols were 
being removed and altered, and hence they, as it were, 
travelled from place to ])lace with the greatest possible 
ease. Even when scenery began to be employed, the board 
was still retained for the purpose of indicating which town, 
country, forest, etc,, was represented, because there as yet 
: ('xisted no change of scene for objects of the same descrip- 
tion. In the centre of the back of the stage, was a kind 
I of balcony, supported by two pillars which stood on 
broad steps. 'I'he latter led up to the stage below the 
; projecting l)alcon3% between the two pillars, and could 
bo concealed by a curtain ; it was em}>loyed for a variety 
of purposes, for instance it was always the stage upon 
which the plays, frequently occurring in plays, were per- 
formed. The balcony was directly connected with the 
row of boxes which ran round the interior of the theatre. 
Those nearest the balcony were reserved for the orchestra, 
hut were occasionally, i>erhaps, also made use of b}^ the 
actors, for purposes connected with the representation. Two 
flights of stairs on the right and loft, made the balcony 
accessible from the stage. “ It was these stairs— as Tieck 
poetically describes it— that Macbeth ascended, and which 
were likewise used b}" Falstafl' in the ‘Merry Wives of 
Windsor on the balcony above, stood the citizens and 
* Collier’s llUtory^ iii. 860, 
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held parlc.y with King John and Pliilip Augustus below; 
raised by tlie stojMs, sat the King and Queen in ‘Hamlet’ 
(V. 2); liere st(K)d Maelx^th’s table at which Banqiio’s 
ghost appeared no doubt also Desdemona’s sleeping apart- 
ment, where Othello nmrdered her, and Juliet’s chamber 
IVoin which she converses with Komco and takes leave of 
him on (lie wedding-night, was represented by the balcony.* 
Such, nearly, for ])j*ecise chronological information on 
tins point we do not passt*ss, may have been the state of 
the stage, seem'iy and decoration at the beginning, and 
during the first half of 8hakspeare’s artistic career. 
8e]ilcgol and have endeavoured to prove that this 

simplicity ofieri'd many advantages, compared with the 
cuiiij)licated mechanism of our costly contrivances, which 
are intended t(» eflect so much and am do so little, and 
which by the (xmtinual and noisy changings rather tend to 
disturb, than enhamxi th(5 illnsion, at least in Shakspeare’s 
))lays. This at all events is certain, that the simplicity 
tended more to excite tlio imagination of the spectators, 
and did not draw their atlcoition from the centre of the 
representation, from the actual drama, to direct it upon 
secondary a Hairs, tliatis, u])on the devices of mechanicians 
and scene jiaintiTs ; but this, it is true, was only appro- 
priate for a period in whieli the idealistic imagination 
still played a pai t, and not, as at the pi'oseiit day, when 
the realistic understanding governs all life. At the time 
of the culminating ]»oi7it of Shakspeare’s genius (about 
IfiOO), some improvements, had, it is true, been made even 
in thes4j things. Imitations were now furnished of rocks, 
graves, altars, lions and dragons, dogs and horses; nay, 
even Phaeton’s ehai iot, the ti'ees of the Ilesperidcs, a bed- 
stead, two chiirdi towers, the city of Komo, a rainbow, 
and sun and moon are num tinned in old theatrical accounts, 
for instance in those of tljo Lord Admiral’s company of 1 oOS. 
However, the old simple arrangement was generally 
retained, and the aljove mentioned articles must bo 
garded rather as exceptionally^^ occurring decorations, which 
probably passed over from the representations at Court 

* Compare N. Uelmr das Englisclte Tfieaierwesen zu Shah- 

speare^s Zdt. Bit men, 1853.— A.Dyce: The Works of W. Shakspeatit 
2iid edifion, London, 1881, vol. i. p. 40 If. 
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and from the palaces of the great, into the possession of 
tlxe popular theatre. The poverty of the latter fonuetl 
a striking contrast to Ihe splendotir of the dramatic per- 
formances, more especially to the masqacs played before the 
Court. In the case of the latter the actors shone in gold and 
silver, velvet and silk ; and of course all the decorations 
were more numerous and more artistic. 0;tstles, houses, 
arbours, altars and tombs, rocks, caves, etc., were not un- 
common, but frequently rather too natural ; for, in order to 
represent a forest, real trees were cut down and planted, or 
fas in the play of ‘ Narcissus ’), a live fox was let loose and 
chased by the hunters, 'rheatrical contrivances of this 
pompous description, when no longer required, were sold 
and bought up by the pojuilar play-houses, so that some 
of them in many I’cspects may perhaps liave been able to 
rival the royal representations. As regards dresses they 
do not seem to have been sfitishod with purchases from 
tlic Court theatre, hut appear to luiA'o indulged in an ex- 
troiiio luxury in this respect, on their own account. If, as 
according to recently discovered doxmmcnts, the brothers 
Alleyn in 1591, conld have ])aid the sum of 20?. 10«. for 
a black velvet coat,* there need he no exaggeration in the 
report of an actor, as related by 1C Greene in his ‘ Groats- 
worth of Wit,’ boasting that his shave in the theatrical 
Avardrohe was worth 200/., or of piims [)eo])lc complaining 
that two hundred actors might be seen swaggering about 
in silk garments, Avhilc live hundred poi>r citizens were 
in want and hunger. f 

The poetical licence, Avhich the stage presented, corre- 
sponded with the liberties Avliicli the spectators took 
and which the actors generally enjoyed. The common 
])e()ple frequented the cheapest ])laoes, the pit (lienee 
were called rnderstanders, Groundlings,) and the gallery. 
The higher classes sat in the ‘ rooms,’ which were situated 
above tlie pit and beloAV the gallery and, as already said, 
were directly connected with the stage. The gentlemen 
occupying these seats had the right in many of the theatres 
(especially in all of the so-called private theatres J) of going 

* Sec The Alleyn Paperff. A ColJection of Orujinal Documenia, etc. 
t'<l. by J. [\ Collier, London, pr. f. t. 5Sh. Soe., I.s43, p. 12. 

t LctiUon to Walsin^lnun, January ‘i.'itli, l.‘)86. 

+ Thu tliirurciicc bi tween tho private theatres and the public Wieatrfis 
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on to the Proscenium, where they sat on stools or reclined 
on rush mats smoking their pipes, while the lower ordeis 
whiled away tlie intervals between the scenes with books 
and cards, cracking nuts and eating apples, with drinking 
beer and smoking tobacco. This licence, in place of dis- 
turbing the public and actors, unquestionably served rather 
to increase the poetic tension. It allowed of many a witty 
word, many a pertinent allusion being interpolated by a 
clever actor, and the character to bo represented thereby 
became individualised. The whole had more the ap})ear- 
ance of a cheerful, refreshing, and exalting play of the 
imagination, which indeed it is and should be, whereas 
under the pressing weight of our strictly uniform and 
police-like etiquette it sinks down to the level of a still’ 
diplomatic society which, like the police, can be anything 
but poetical. As the stage and the public were not so 
distinctly separated as they are now, all must have seemed 
more sociable and more familiar ; poets and actors, even 
bv the external appearance of the house, derived the 
pleasant feeling of a living sympathy with the people, 
for whose amuseimirit and instruction they had to exert 
themselves — a feeling which our i)oet8 and artists can now 
scarcely be awaie of— whereas it depended only ui)ou 
themselves and their talents, to gain respect so far, as to 
prevent undue transgressions. But above all other con- 
siderations, there were not so many pretensions as now ; 
the mere appearance of the theatre would again re})ress 
in the public all unbecoming pretensions, and pretension 
is death to all art. 

It, in fact, all depended upon the talent, the genius, and 
the culture of 2 >oets and actors as to whether the theatre, 
in such circumstances, was to rise to the height of 
true art or to degenerate into coarseness and vulgarity. 
However, we are justified in forming a favourable opinion 

(which had hitherto been very doubtful) is thus distinguished by 
Collier, iii. Biif) : Private theatres were smaller dijuonsions tlian 
public theatres; they had no open space in the centre, but wen; 
«*ntircly roofed in ; the i)erformance8 were given by candle or t^'icli 
liglit ; the audiences, to judge by the prices of the seats, consisted <>1' a 
superior class of people; the boxes or rooms were inclosed and lockcil, 
and these theatres had 'pitu furnished with seats. Blaclcfriars, fot 
instance, was a private theatre. 
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about this point in general, at least as regards the time 
of Shakspeare’s first appearance. Before this period, the 
strolling players do not seem to have been held in 
any high esteem. For a statute of the year 1572 places 
them still in the same category with prize-fighters, bear- 
leaders, jugglers, and pedlars, and orders them to be 
impiisoned as vagabonds, unless they possessed licences 
from at least two justices of the peace.* But this decree 
was evidently issued merely against strolling players as 
a protection to the established companies, and is more fully 
explained by Chas. Knight. This is even evident from the 
fact that two years later (1574) five men in the service of 
the Earl of Leicester (among whom was the already- 
mentioned James Burbage, the father of the famous Kichard 
Burbage, the friend of Shakspeare, who played the parts of 
Hamlet, Lear, and Othello in so admirable a manner) ob- 
tained the first royal patent, and with it the permission to 
give representations at Court and throughout England, 
under the superintendence of the Master of the Revels. 
Queen Elizabeth appears in fact from the very first d(^- 
cidcdly to have patronised the drama. j* What considerabk 
support it had mot with at Court since 1571 is proved 
with documentary certainty from the ‘ Extracts from the 
Accounts of the Revels at Court,’ i)ublished by Cunning- 
1mm. ’Phe royal players of Interludes, who were already 
an institution, continued to exist without interruption 
during Elizabeth’s reign. But in addition to those the 
Queen in 1582-83 selected, from among the different com- 
panies of the great lords, twelve of the best actors, con- 
ferred upon them the title of ‘ the (Queen’s rhivers ’ and 
])aid them 38Z. 4^^. annually. They were under the direction 
of Tarlton, the famous comedian and wit, and of Wils( n, 
likewise a celebrated actor, and were during Elizabeth's 

* In later times, however, when tlie Puritans and their reli^dous 
hmdency continued to gain in power and inthiene.*, uehns a^ain 
experienced persecutions from tin* lionl Mayor and tlie aldernnii «'f 
tlie city who, as it seems, adopted t c puiitani. al n<>ti »n that plays 
and plsyers were once and fur ever gmlh ss things. However, they 
<‘tfe' tf*d little «>r nothing. To examine intosucli thing liero is of c^^nrse 
Hot my intention. For further d»tuils on tliis point see Collita’s 
Annah of the Stage^ vols. i. and ii. ; the r ad r will tin re find every thiuj' 
pertaining to the subject eolleet* d with great care. 

t 8ee Collier iu Northbrooke's Treatise, p. vi. f. 



112 


HISrOJiY OF THE ENGLISH DRAMA. [bOOK 1. 

reign tlie first company of tho kingdom, compared with 
which the fourteen companies of the great lords which 
existed at the same time, between the years 1580 and. 1600, 
were completely thrown into tho shade. King James was 
no loss favonrahly disposed to players ; soon after liis 
accession he conferred n])(m tho Lord Chamhorlain’s com- 
pany tho title of ‘ {Servants to the King, and therewith the 
right of exhibiting, thronghont England, comedies, tra- 
gedies, histories, interludes, morals, pastorals, and pageants. 
His example was imitated by Queen Anno and Prince 
Henry of Wales ; tlie former taking under her protection 
the Company of the Earl of AVorcester, the latter that of 
the Lord Admiral tlie Earl of Nottingham; the one being 
henceforth called tlie ‘ (Queen’s Servants,’ the other the 
‘ Prince’s Servants.’ Even the Chapel boys of Queen 
Elizabeth wein called ‘ Cliildreii of her Majesty’s Pevels.’ 
stood under her es])ecial protection, and exhibited tlu*ir 
popular representations on different stages, particularly 
in Blackfriars and Whitefriars. 

Those boys, who from early youth were trained and 
educated for tlie stage, in the course of time naturally 
became actors of the greatest excellence, unless they were 
quite destitute of talent and industry. Then the rivalry 
and emulation of the numerous conqxinic's, the members of 
which were by no means regarded as state sc'rvants. a})- 
pointed and pensiom d for life, but as hirelings liable to 
dismissal, and whose good or bad fortunes thcieforo dc 
ponded U])on the favour of their ])atrons and tho approba- 
tion of the ])ublic, necessarily stimulated them to the 
greatest exertions, and could not fail to be of advantage 
to dramatic art. And in addition to this there was tln^ 
general fondness of the })eoplc for theatrical performances : 
this and tho esteem in whi<di the better actors were hcM 
— such as Shakspeare, Ihirbago, Alleyn, 1 ley wood and 
others — must Ijavc tended to draw forth and encourage 
youthful talents. It is therefore not to be wondered at 
that histrionic art should have kept pace with the advance 
of dramatic pt)etry, even though in the twenty years 
between 1580 and 1600 it had made gigantic strides. An 
early as the time of Shakspeare’s first ap])earance, actois 
must have arrived at a not inconsiderable degree of exccd- 
lence ; otlnnwise they could not have done justice to lha 
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earlier works of the great poet, or oven of his older con^ 
temporaries. Marlowe’s ‘ J ew of Malta,’ for instance, is so 
difficult a part to play, that the piece has been reproduced, 
within the first half of this century, on the London stage 
in order to test the powers of a famous actor. Equally 
difficult is the part of ‘ Tamburlaine,’ a piece which 
Marlowe certainly produced about 1586. Shakspeare’s 
‘Titus Andronicus,’ and still more so his ‘Henry VI.,’ 
requires a number of experienced and skilful actors, and 
it may safely be assumed that poets, who were actors as 
well, would not have carried their requisitions beyond 
the powers of their colleagues. No doubt that extravagant, 
glaring colouring in the expression of passion and emotion, 
that empty, bombastic pathos, violent gesticulations 
and the making of grimaces, which Hamlet ridicules, 
may have still predominated because it corresponded 
with the character of the pieces as well as with the 
taste of the public .in general. But that a conscious- 
ness of its absurdity was, nevertheless, soon arrived at, 
and that this false manner was abandoned, is evident 
from those excellent rules which Hamlet delivers to the 
actors, 'rhe parts in Shakspeare’s later pieces require such 
fine, .carefully studied and characteristic acting, his concise 
and thoughtful language which embraces all the different 
tones of sentiment and emotion, up to the expression of 
the highest pathos and of the wildest passion, demands an 
enunciation so perfect and frequently presupposes as much 
expressive play of the countenance as silent accompani- 
ment of action, and connects the principal effect of the 
poem so closely and firmly with the actor’s representative 
skill (as in ‘Macbeth,’ ‘King Lear,’ ‘Hamlet,’ and others), 
that we are forced to place the powers and capabilities of 
the latter on a level with the greatness and beauty of the 
compositions. In fact tlie fame of Burbage and Alleyn, 
the distinguished tragedians, and of Wilson and Tar 1 ton, 
the excellent comedians, and of Nathaniel Field and John 
Underwood — the latter celebrated even as boys— was so 
great, that their names arc still spoken of, and, su])- 
ported by the immortal name of Shakspeare, will probably 
continue to be remembered throughout all ages. 

This was about the condition of dramatic art and of 

VOL. I. I 
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the English stage, at the time (about 1580) when a 
number of distinguished minds who, in addition to their 
profession as poets, were men of learned culture, began 
to devote themselves to the popular theatre. They are 
the immediate predecessors and earlier contemporaries of 
Shakspearo, and for this reason alone, deserve to be more 
})articularly characterised, because it is only through them 
that we can judge how much Shakspeare’s genius owed 
not merely to the past, but also to the present, which was 
more important for his development. But in addition to 
this, they have an independent and great significance as 
regards the history of the English drama. It is they — 
a fact which has hitherto been quite overlooked — who en- 
deavoured to obtain for the English drama the fruits of 
thorough classic and learned studies without defacing its own 
essential peculiarities ; it was they who, with the shears of 
a higher culture, undertook to free the popular growth of 
the English drama of its excrescences, without injuring its 
roots, trunk or branches, to moderate the rude expression of 
its power, to regulate its development, and artistically to 
shape its formation ; in short their object was to raise the 
popular theatre into one for the educated classes, without 
depriving it of its popular character, to polish the rough gem, 
to give it a proper setting, and to find the right form for 
the given substance icithout changing it. It was they who 
paved the way for Shakspearo in so far as they prepared 
men’s minds for the great event of an appearance like 
Shakspeare, by directing their attention towards a higher 
and as yet unknown goal ; they are Shakspeare’s auxiliaries 
in so far, as they laid the first foundations upon which he 
could erect his edifice. Shakspeare’s poems are directly 
connected with theirs, in being the fulfilment and comple- 
tion of their endeavours. For the people had first to be- 
come accustomed to a drama, which no longer aimed merely 
at being an amusement and a diversion, but which, at the 
same time, had a higher object in view ; the people . had 
first of all to be incited to make higher demands ; they had 
first of all to be raised above the popular mode of viewing 
the drama, and to bo made to adopt a different standard 
for forming an opinion, if, in fact, the Shakspearean drama 
was to become a possibility. 
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THOMAS KYD AND TilOxMAS LODGE. 

Unfortunately there exist, comparatively, but a very 
small number of the dramatic works of the poets of whom 
we are now aboyt to speak. All of them were more or 
less prolific writers ; they, however, did not write their 
plays for the press but merely for the stage, and moreover 
expressly for one or another special theatre. Their works 
consequently were never immediately printed, in fact 
they were frequently delayed and kept back intentionally. 
For every one of the numerous theatres, on account of 
competition, had to endeavour to form their own repei- 
toircs, and of course grudged other theatres the very works 
which met with most success. The plays accordingly 
existed at first in manuscript only, fre(iuently perhaps 
merely in the separate parts wliich were coi)ied out, and 
were not printed till they had served their time, that is, 
frequently not till some decades after their first appear- 
ance ; or what was worse, some bookseller, greedy of gain, 
would get the play written down from the mouths of the 
actors, while the play was being performed, or procured 
it in some other underhand way, so as to be able to publish 
an edition on his own account for ])urely mercantile in- 
terests. There exist stolen prints of this kind, not merely 
of several of Shakspeare’s dramas, but many of the old 
quartos evidently belong to this category. Of course 
in these circumstances little or no heed was paid to the 
author of the piece ; he was frequently never mentioned 
at all on the print or when the piece was performed, 
hence the public often remained completely ignorant of 
his name. This in many respects had its advantages, for 
It encouraged that freedom and independence of poetic 
productions through which alone the highest perfection 
loan be attained. However, it has done great injury to 
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the history of literature, for, not only have a nnmber of 
dramas been entirely lost, but even as regards the extant 
pieces, we are often unable to ascertain with certainty 
the author’s name, and more frequently the date of the 
origin of the plays, a misfortune which also renders the 
historical criticism of Bhakspeare exceedingly difficult, 
Eecent historians of literature and the representatives 
of Shakspearian literature in England have, it is true, 
made some extensive as well as thorough investigations 
on this subject which deserve great credit; but still no 
safe foundation has been arrived at in regard to this 
. point. 

I'he first whom we may here mention, because he is 
probably the oldest, is Thomas Kyd, We are entirely 
ignorant of the circumstances of his life even as to the 
}ear of his birth and that of his death. However, those 
works which arc known with certainty to have proceeded 
from his pen prove that ho had the education of a scholar, 
and also make it see]n very likely that he was somewhat 
older than Lodge, Nash, Peele, Greene and Marlowe. 
The earliest of his writings, if indeed it is his, must he 
‘ The Tragedy of Soliman and Perseda,’ which was printed 
in 1599.* The piece still bears a striking resemblance to 
the old Moral Plays and even tliereby proves its relatively 
early origin. A ‘chorus’ consisting of the allegorical 
figures of Love, Happiness and Death, not only opens 
the play itself, but every separate act also, ends with a 
controversy in whi(di all of the three j)ersonified powers 
boast of their deeds and triumplis over the others, till at 
the end of the fifth act, Death remains the victor, and 
the whole concludes with a eulogy on Queen Elizabeth, 
the only mortal whom Death does not venture to approach. 
This framework alone, shows the popular character of 
the piece ; it is in fact a genuine, popular tragedy with 
a great deal of action, short speeches, rapid events, every- 
thing described in sketches, the development being left 
to the actors, devoid of a high ideal character, poor in 
thoughts, the comic parts coarse and low, and the tragic 
parts nothing but a great and general butchery, in which 
men are slaughtered like sheep, so that at the end, in the 
* Keprinted in Uawkins, ii. 199-284. 



CHAP. IX.] THOMAS KYD AND THOMAS LODGE* 117 

literal sense of the word, not one of the persons survives. 
The blank verse is very free and irregular, perhaps it was 
only appended externally to the subject in a later remodel- 
ling. In all of these respects, even as regards the general 
style and character, it has some resemblance with the old 
‘Jeronimo,’ except that it stands a degree lower. How- 
ever the piece under the title of ‘ The First Part of 
Jeronimo, with tlie Warres of Portugal land the Life 
and Death of Don Andrea,’ which was not printed till 
1605,* is likewise not ati authentic work of Kyd’s. It 
is attributed to him — but with great probability — only 
because, to judge from the subject it evidently belongs 
to ‘ The Spanish Tragcnly,’ and has been regarded as the 
first part of it, both by Henslowe and by the printer. 
A. W. Schlegel is perfectly right in saying that both of 
these parts are full of absui dities, that the author had 
^*entured upon describing the most forced situations and 
passions, without being aware of his want of power, that 
especially the catastroiJio of the second part, which is 
intended to surpass every conceivable horror, is intro- 
duced in a trivial manner, merely producing a ludicrous 
etfect, and that the whole was like a cliild’s drawings, 
wholly unmindful of the laws of proportion, etc. But 
Schlegel has not merely forgotten to mention some other 
essential defects, but has cs])ecially omitted to state the 
merits of the piece. lie is more particularly wrong, 
however, in treating ‘ Jeronimo’ and ‘ The lSi)anish Tragedy* 
as one play. The two are no more closely allied than 
might bo said of Shakspeare’s ‘ Henry V.' and ‘Henry IV.,* 
i. 0 ., they are independent dramas, the second of which is 
by no means a continuation of the history of the first, but 
is merely outwardly connected with it by the subject, 
and perfectly intelligible without the former. On the 
other hand, ‘Jeronimo,’ as the title intimates, may be 
divided into two, or, if it be preferred, into three 
different parts, which are connected merely as regards 
time and locality, that is, externally ; first, the history 
of the war between Portugal and Spain, in which the 
king of Portugal plays the principal part ; secondly, the 
life and death of Don Andrea, the lover of the beautiful 
♦ Beprinted in Dudsley, iii. 53-93, 
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Bellimpcria, and thirdly, if it be desired, the deeds ol 
Jeronimo from which the piece derives its name, although 
in reality he plays but a very subordinate part. The 
j)riiicipal interest is decidedly centred in the story of 
the love of Don Andrea and Bellimperia ; both are perse- 
cuted by Lorenzo, tlic brother of Bellimperia, who is 
jealous of Andrea’s distinction and preferments. Yet the 
hero Ihlls in battle, being killed, in a most unknightly 
fashion, by the followers of the Infanta of Portugal who 
have hurried up just as the latter has been victorious 
in a single combat. At his funeral, at the conclusion 
of the piece, his ghost suddenly appears for no reason 
but to exchange a friendly glance with his friend 
Horatio, Jeronimo’s son. At the same time ‘Kevenge’ 
and Charon also ap])ear, the former to forbid Andrea’s 
ghost from divulging tlie secrets of hell, the latter to 
accompany him back to the lower regions. This allegorical 
by-play is inserted so arbitrarily, so inappropriately and 
BO unmeaningly, that it forms the best standpoint for 
judging the piece as regards its composition and poetical 
character. 

In this resjx'ct its value is next to nothing. But as 
regards the delineation of character, the language and in- 
vention, it is not insignificant. The characters of Jeronimo, 
Horatio, Andrea, rrinco Balthazar, Lorenzo, and Lan- 
zarotto, although given in mere outlines with a few bold 
strokes, are drawn with decision and firmness. The 
language in its rough brevity has something striking, bold 
and energetic ; the whole is full of life and animation, nay 
it is almost overflowing with action, so that for this very 
reason the development of the characters and the motives 
of the action cannot obtain their due importance. As 
little can the tragic pathos, emotion, passion, thought and 
reflection become sufficiently developed in the rapid flow 
of the dialogue. But the bombast of tho vainglorious 
Spanish and Portuguese knights is all the broader. Yet 
everything has been done to gratify the dramatic taste 
and the desire for action in the early English public, and 
to secure for the play general approbation. 

‘ The Spanish Tragedy, containing the Lamentable 
elide of Don Iforatio and Bellimperia with the pittifull 
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Death of old Hieronimo,’ printed in London in 1599,* 
has been attributed to Kyd, by the safe testimony of 
Th. Hey wood in his ‘Apology for Actors/ and by an 
attack in Ben Jonsor/s ‘Cynthia’s Kevel’ (1600) upon 
‘ the umhroi or ghosts of some throe or four plays departed 
a dozen years since ’ which have been again walking on 
the stage, f and it is probable that the piece had been upon 
the boards at least since the year 1558.J A second un- 
doubted work of K^^d’s is the rather free translation of a 
play by Kobert Gamier, tlie best French dramatist of the 
sixteenth century, which was printed in 1595 under the 
title of ‘ Pompey the Great, his fair Cornelia’s Tragedie : 
effected by her Father’s and Husband’s downe-cast Death 
and fortune, written in French by that excellent Poet, 
K. Gamier, and translated into English by Thomas 
Kyd.’ § With the exception of these two pieces we possess 
nothing that can with certainty be ascribed to Kyd ; it 
is a mere arbitrary conjecture that he is called the author 
of the old ‘ I’aming of the Shrew ’ and of the old ‘ Ham- 
lot.’ From the first two pieces we can, in the meantime, 
only decide the question as to whether ‘ Jeronimo/ and 
‘ Soliman and l*erseda,’ wore written by him. As regards 
his ‘ Cornelia,’ a piece which is constructed upon a mis- 
understood model of the ancients, it is altogether devoid 
of dramatic action, in reality merely lyrics and rhetoric 
in dialogue. The whole of the first act consists of 
one emphatic jeremiad by Cicero, about the desperate 
condition of Rome as it then was, its factitiousness, its 
servility, etc., — a jeremiad which is continued at the end 
of the act by the chorus in rhymed stanzas. In this tone 

* Reprinted, l.c., iii. 99-202. 

t The Spanish Tragedy^ according to Heiislowe’s Diary, was again 
performed in 1588. 

t A. Mczicres therefore rejects historical facts, and errs in regard to 
the taste of tlie people when he (/.c.,p. 100 if.) thinks that the develop- 
ment of tragedy and its elevation to the height attained by Marlowe 
and Shakspeiire, was occasioned by tlie so-called ‘Burgher* tragedy 
whiclj priisented the public with tragical events from citizen life of 
the day, and in the immediate past. Flays. like Arden of Faversharn, 
were uo doubt not broiiglit upon the stage till the people had seen 
enough of tragedies in the style of iSoUman^ IHeronimo^ The SyanUh 
Tragedy^ and Mario we*s Tandmrlaine, 

§ Reprinted, l.c., ii. 243-303. 
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it proceeds without a trace of action through the whole of 
the succeeding act, till maledictions and outbursts of grief 
on the part of Cornelia conclude the piece at the same 
point at which it had commenced. A great variety of in- 
serted maxims, many not devoid of depth of thought, give 
occupation to the ghost ; the language is noble and refined 
throughout, carried on in a flow of rhetoiio at times 
gemiiiiely poetical ; the blank verse is interwoven with a 
number of rhymes, probably as a reminiscence of the 
rhymed Alexandrines of the original, but they are handled 
with skill and artistic tact. 

That Kyd was able to translate such a work, nay, the 
fact that in its dedication to the Duchess of Sussex, ho 
threatens to produce a second, similar work (a tragedy 
called ‘ Portia,’ which, however, was never published) not 
only shows that he was a man of learned culture, but also 
that, at all events, he must have had a certain partiality 
for the antique tendency. 

‘ The Spanish Tragedy ’ formed a diametrical contrast to 
‘ Pom})ey the Great.’ The former in its general style and 
character is as like ‘Jeronimo,’ as natural sisters could 
possibly be. In the first place it too is not wanting in 
absurdities, for the ^hiy opens and is connected with 
‘ Jeronimo ’ by a conversation between Andrea’s ghost and 
‘ Kevenge ;’ both remain continually on the stage as silent 
invisible spectators, in order, at tlie end of every act, to 
add a few words, in which Andrea laments over the delay 
in the revenge of his death upon the Infanta Balthazar, 
and Itevenge admonishes him to be patient ; at the end of 
the fifth act both return satisfied to the lower regions. 
Then Bellimperia suddenly falls in love with Horatio, who 
now steps into Andrea’s place, and is persecuted by Lorenzo, 
at first without any cause whatever, and is finally assassin- 
ated. By some means which remain perfectly unexplained 
and incomprehensible, Lorenzo keeps old Jeronimo from 
the Court, so that he cannot bring forward his accusation 
against the murderers of his son. Jeronimo is consequently 
seized with madness, which, however, suddenly turns into 
a well-calculated and prudent action. The conclusion of 
the piece is a general massacre, in which Jeronimo, after 
having killed Lorenzo, bites off his own tongue, stabs the 
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Puke of Castile, and then himself with a penknife ; all of 
which is done in the presence of the whole court and of the 
halberdiers. In spite of these absurdities the piece never- 
theless has a hidden poetic power, from which one cannot 
quite escape. It is full of drastic animation, almost more 
so than ‘ Jeronimo,* but likewise too rich in action ; the 
characters throughout are drawn i)owerfuily and sharply, 
except that all are too much inclined to abandon them- 
selves to their passions, even to senselessness. The re- 
presentation of tragic pathos, although frequently exag- 
gerated in some passages, nevertheless possesses a terrible 
effect, for instance where old Jeronimo and his wife ex- 
])rcss their grief over the loss of their noble, chivalrous 
son. Above all things, however, to an ordinary spectator 
the piece is throughout full of interest, captivating and 
affecting ; not a moment is left empty, not a scene without 
internal movement. 

I'his at once explains why no piece was more generally 
ridiculed by contemporary and younger poets, than ‘ The 
Spanish Tragedy,’ and also why it nevertheless long 
remained a favourite play with the people, longer than 
‘ Jeronimo,’ so that even in 1002, Ben Jonson, in behalf of a 
revival of the piece, improved several passages, and added 
some scenes (which, however, were very superfluous, al- 
though written by a ready pen). In spite of its close inter- 
nal resemblance to ‘ Jeronimo,’ it still seems to me doubtful 
whether both pieces wore composed by the same author. 
Fi'om together with the general similarity of style and 
clniracter', there are considerable diftbreiices in the treat- 
ment. Kyd, as is proved from the above translation and 
‘ The Spanish Tragedy,’ was fond of long, exhaustive effu- 
sions of passion and emotion, his brush is broad and 
powerful, his colours deep and full, whereas the writer of 
‘Jeronimo* shows an inclination in the very opposite 
* direction. ‘ The Spanish Tragedy ’ displays a higher and 
more learned culture : the persons frequently quote Latin 
yorses, and even Italian phrases are occasionally thrown 
Olympus with all its gods, is, so to say, the third 
]vord in the mouths of all the speakers. Of all this there 
18 no trace in ‘ Jeronimo.’ As regards the composition, 
juioreover, ‘ The Spanish Tragedy ’ is treated more drama- 



122 


HISTOllY OF THE ENGLISH DllAMA. [bOOK I. 


tically, and is bettor rounded offj the love between Horatio 
and Bellimperia obviously forms the conti-al point upon 
which everything turns, whereas ‘Jeronimo* runs on 
in an epic succession and parallelism of events. The 
diction in ‘Jeronimo* is tame and poor, short and sketchy, 
rapid and springing like a small waterfall; in ‘ The 
Spanish Tragedy,* on the other hand, it is rich and 
flowing like a broad and agitated stream; the blank 
verse, in the former is rugged, very free and irregular, 
in the latter, however, although somewhat monotonous, 
runs on regularly within its own limits, and is intermixed 
with a number of long passages in rhyme, which are more 
numerous and longer than in ‘ Jeronimo.* I am therefore 
inclined to believe that ‘Jeronimo* was indeed originally 
written by Kj^d, but that it was an older piece, and hence 
one written in ])rose, or in the old long-drawn, rhyming 
lines, which moreover — when, after 1586, blank verse 
through Marlowe’s influence had become generally 
popular — was perhaps re-written in blank verse by some 
other younger poet. *J*his may also have been the case 
with ‘ Soliman and Perseda ;* for the power that blank 
verse must have exercised, soon after Marlowe introduced 
it upon the popular stage, is evident from the striking 
example of the already mentioned old play ‘ The Famous 
Victories of Henry V.’ which was written in prose, but 
was printed in lines chopped up in the most arbitrary 
fashion, obviously only to give it the appearance of having 
been composed in blank verse. 

In further proof of my opinion, I refer the reader to a 
second passage in Ben Jonson*s Introduction to ‘ Cynthia’s 
Revels,* where it is written : ‘ Another . . . swears down 
all that sit about him, that the old Hieronimo, as it was 
first acted, was the only best and judiciously penned play 
in Europe.’* These words have been referred to ‘The 
Spanish Tragedy;’ but the printed title, as well as that 
generally given to the piece was ‘ ’ITie Spanish Tragedio,’ 
it is thus referred to in Hey wood’s ‘ Apology for Actors ’ 
and elsewhere. Besides this, according to Henslowe’s 
‘ Diary’ (p. 201, 223), Ben Jonson in 1601 first made those 

♦ Tile Works of Ben Jonson. By Barry Cornwall, Lond >n, lb38, 
p. 71. 
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mprovements and additions to ‘The Spanish Tragedy,* 
vhich are expressly mentioned on the title-page of the 
sdition of 1602. Now as ‘ Cynthia’s Kevels’ appeared as 
sarly as 1 600, the words as it was first acted, cannot apply to 
liese additions. Then, however, nothing remains but to 
•efer them to ‘ Jeronimo,’ and an earlier form of the same, 
ind my hypothesis is naturally justified. 

Thomas Lodge, the friend of G. Peelo, Greene and 
Marlowe, but probably somewhat older than the two 
atter, studied (according to Wood) at Oxford about 1573, 
iiid appeared as an author and probably as a writer of 
)lays, as early as 1680.* With the exception of some 
:)aiiiphlets and tales (among which his ‘Kosalynde — 
Ihiphues Golden Legacy,’ 1590, the source of Shakspeare’s 
As You Like It ’ — is the most excellent), we possess only 
]wo of his plays: ‘The Wounds of Civil War,’ and the 
Looking Glass for London and England,’ the latter of which 
vas produced in conjunction with Kobert Greene. What 
diare he took in the latter cannot, of course, be decided; on 
:he title page of the earliest print of 1594,f Lodge is named 
irst, perhaps, therefore, the greater portion was his, and 
Ireene merely his assistant. The play, which was acted by 
[lenslowe’s company in 1591, is, however, a weak pro- 
luction, nothing more than a series of loosely connected 
icenes representing the King of Nineveh, his wives and 
latraps, and the whole nation sunk in the deepest im- 
norality. Some visitations from God, — a flash of lightning 
vhich kills the King’s sister and his Queen, the lovely Kemi- 
ia, and another which strikes his favourite, the miserable 
)arasite Radagon — prove of no avail. Finally, in answer 
>0 the repeated requests of an angel, there appears in 
^^ineveh the prophet Jonah (whoso well known story is 
ikewise interwoven), and he preaches repentance ; there- 
ipon all are converted, and the whole ends in general satis* 
action by Jehovah descending in the form of an angel, and 
proclaiming mercy instead of justice. The Prophet Hosea is 
present during the whole performance (with the exception 
>f the first act and the last scene) without taking any part 
II the play ; he is a silent, invisible observer of the various 

* In Dodsley, le,, viii. 3 f. Collier, Ic., in. 213 f. 

t flej: Tinted in Dyce’s edition of Greene’s Dramatic Works, i. 59 ff. 
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characters, merely in order, at the end of every sceu( 
to address an exhortation — usually in rhyming lines~-t( 
the public, or rather to Loudon and all England, showing 
them that the great nation of the West which is as deeply 
and even more deeply degraded, should take an examph 
from Nineveh (hence the title). The audience is dismissed 
witli a similar exhortation from the mouth of the Prophel 
Jonah. 

This play has been considered a kind of satire or ironical 
defence of the Purifeiriiciil attacks upon the 'theatre, and 
no doubt is a piece with a tendency. Yet, in spite oi 
careful investigations, I have not boon able to discover 
any irony and satire ; hence, 1 believe that it was written 
with the same object as Teele’s ‘ David and Bethsabe,* i.e., 
to stop the moiitlis of those zealots, who continually 
maintained that nothing but secular, unholy things, 
injurious to religion and morality, were brought upon tlio 
stage, and that the di ama had completely forgotten the 
original object wliich it had in view at the time of the 
IMy stories and Moral 1*1 ays. The piece is therefore inte- 
resting in so far, as it shows in what manner poets, like 
Lodge and Greene, endeavoured to combine the nature and 
object of the old Moialities with the demands of the then 
existing state of art. It is, as it were, both a Moral and a 
Miracle Play in the spirit of the age of Greene and Marlowe, 
but just thereby a striking proof that the old Moralities 
and Mysteries could not l )0 revived in this manner, i.e., 
with the express tendency of moral and religious instruc- 
tion. The attempt could not but fail, because it contra- 
dicted both the general spirit of the national culture, and 
more especially the course and the object of the develop- 
ment of dramatic art in England. 

‘ The Wounds of Civil War ; Lively sette forth in the 
true Tragedies of Marius and Scilla, Written by Thomas 
Lodge,* (London, 1594),* first shows us the dramatist in his 
true and natural character. Collier conjectures that the 
play must have appeared soon after Marlowe’s ‘ Tambur- 
laine ’ as the greater part of it is indeed written in blank 
verse, but still profusely interspersed with long passages 
in rhyme and also rhyming couplets, and as the third act 
* Eeprinted in Dodsley, l.c., pp. 11-88. 
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contains a scene (where Sulla returns as rictor orer Mith- 
ridates) which is evidently intended to he an imitation of, 
and to surpass a similar scene in ‘ Tanihui laine.’ And in 
fact granting Marlowe’s greater independence and origi- 
nality — it can scarcely be doubted that Lodge in this case 
did take his friend’s style as his model. In general he is 
inferior to Marlowe in poetical power, Marlowe evidently 
possesses the greater dramatic talent. In many respects, 
however, Lodge surpasses him ; in the first place his style 
is less infected by Marlowe’s inclination to pomposity 
of speech and action, without, however — like Greene’s 
diction — as frequently, so to speak, ending in smoke. He 
shows himself to be free of that immoderate pathos 
which constantly drowns itself by its own voice, and of 
that striving of Kyd’s and Marlowe’s, forcibly to raise 
the effect of the drama to an unnatural height by means of 
violent actions, unheard-of situations and exaggerated 
outbursts of passion. Nay, in him we first meet with a 
foreboding of that elevating, conciliatory element in the 
conception of the tragic which surrounds Shakspeare’s 
tragedies with an irresistible charm. 

In order to give this element its proper force, Lodge 
seems to have found himself obliged to remodel the his- 
torical subject so completely, that his drama can scarcely 
be called historical. These deviations from history can, 
however, only partially be called happy. In Lodge, 
Marius — from the very commencement, more humane, 
nobler and more generous — concludes the course of his 
actions, not as in history with a five days’ butchery 
of his opponents, but with a generous act of self-control, 
by releasing the imprisoned wife and sister of Sulla, and 
sending them to meet his approaching deadly enemy. 
He dies soon after, calletl away by seven eagles flying 
round his head, that is to say, by as many messengers from 
the gods, in place of, as in history, being driven by pangs 
of conscience into the vice of drinking, and of perishing 
thereby. This deviation is one of the happy ones, for it 
was dramatically necessary that the two heroes of the 
piece should be placed in distinct contrast to each other, 
and also it is in reality unimportant, for his severe pangs 
of conscience prove that Maiius was, in truth, better than 
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his bloody deeds which were the promptings of the moment. 
As a contrast to him, the poet has described Sullu 
thronghont the play as an ambitious, revengeful, hard- 
hearted character, thirsting only for despotic power ; and, 
with keen psychological insight, and a remarkable talent 
for describing characters, the historical material has been 
worked out into the picture of a complete and living 
personality which, by the peculiar feature of a spirited, 
cutting sarcasm (with which Sulla sends his victim to 
death), receives something extremely characteristic and 
piquant. But suddenly all the colours and features of 
the picture become changed, and Sulla falls, not only out 
of his historical ])art, but also out of his dramatic cha- 
racter ; for at the conclusion, when at the height of his ac- 
quired power and greatness, upon hearing of the courageous 
death of the younger Marius, and is thus rid of his last 
enemy, he suddenly l)egins to make reflections on the 
vanity of earthly happiness, renounces his rank and retires 
into private life. After a short intermediate scene--in 
which, with equanimity he bears the insults of two common, 
half-witted citizens, thereby i>reserving the seriousness 
of his conversion — a genius appears, telling him, in Latin 
verses, of his approaching death ; whereupon, with sub- 
lime words of consolation to his wife and daughter, Sulla 
dies, ‘ like the Arabian plioinix, with his eyes uijon the sun.’ 
It is obvious that Lodge’s object was to give the whole 
an elevating, conciliatory conclusion ; however this conclu- 
sion does not only give no satisfaction to poetical justice, 
but the poet, by making both heroes perfectly equal in 
their death, at the same time destroys the internal unity 
of his drama. It has now, in reality, become two dramas, 
as indeed the title intimates ; the two are merely externally 
allied, the one representing the life and death of Marius, 
the other the fortunate fate of Sulla, who is favoured by 
the gods even in death. The piece becomes a mere glorifi- 
cation of blind fortune, of the arbitrary favour of the gods, 
and this seems finally to be the expressed fundamental 
idea of the play, which, unrnotived and contradictory 
as it is here developed, is not only undramatical, but also 
unpoetical. 

Although, accordingly, Lodge’s attempt in this definite 
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fundamental thought— to rivet the loose connection of his 
poem by an ideal unity, and thereby to obtain a moi e 
perfect form— completely failed, and although his attempt 
to give the tragic element a higher significance was 
scarcely half successful, yet it is this very attempt which 
makes his work highly interesting, and it is therefore 
to be regretted that we do not possess any more of his 
dramatic works. Wo may, however, console ourselves with 
the conjecture that, as no other of his plays seems to have 
been printed, it is extremely probable that t^ is by far 
the b^t of all his dramas. 
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CHAPTER X. 

THOMAS NASH AND GEORGE PEELE. 

According to Greene’s opinion, that is, supposing the fare- 
well words addressed to his colleagues at the end of his 
‘Groatsworth of Wit,’ are meant to refer to Lodge under the 
name of Young Juvenal — Lodge seems to have had a special 
talent for satirical and cutting wit ; his other pieces were 
therefore, perhaps comedies. Yet Meres, in his ‘ Palladis 
Tamia,’ does not mention him among the distinguished 
comic writers of his day ; among the first mentioned of 
these, however, we do find the name of the well-knoAvn 
pamphletist Thomas Nash. And yet even of him and the 
circumstances of his life, we know nothing further than 
that he was born in Lowestoft, in Suffolk, probably about 
the year 1564, and that he was already in his grave in 
1601. He in so far shares the same fate as Lodge, as we 
possess of his dramatic works only one j>iece that was 
written entirely by himself, (‘ Dido Queen of Carthage,’ 
which he wrote in conjunction wdth Marlowe and is proba- 
bly for the most part the work of the latter), whereas there 
exist numerous s})ecimens of his pam})hlots and contro- 
versial treatises. In the latter, we everywhere find the 
skilful writer, the keen satirist, but more especially the 
terrible disputant in single combat, which he proved 
himself, for instance in his literary contest with Gabriel 
Harvey ; we find a penetrating mind, which knows at the 
first glance how to attack the weak points of his enemy ; 
a ready wit, more cutting than comic, which explains how 
it was that one of his lost dramas, ‘ The Isle of Dogs,’ 
could lead to his being imprisoned; wo find also acute 
remarks and elegance of style, but no depth of feeling, no 
greatness of mind, no productiveness and a want of an 
ideal character. 

The same merits and defects are manifested in the 
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dramatic work of wliich we have already spoken, entitled 
‘A pleasant Comedie, called Summers last Will and Testa- 
ment, Written by Thomas Nash (London 1600 ) * to 
judge from some allusions to the events of tlie time it must 
have been written in the autumn of 1502. Did wo not 
know from other quarters that the autlior was a man of 
learned culture, who had studied at Cambridge and taken 
his degree of B.A. in 1585, almost every page of this drama 
alone would be sufficient to prove the fact. The piece 
is a mere allegory in which all possible gods and mytho- 
logical figures take a part ; it is profusely furbished up 
with classical erudition, Latin quotations, and learned 
allusions, but like every mere allegory is a cold, diy, and 
wearisome production. Summer “ the king of the world,” 
hut weak and dccrepid, and led by Autumn and Winter, 
wishes to make his will, but first summons all the servants, 
officials and princes of his kingdom ( \"er, Solstitium, Sol, 
Orion, Bacchus, etc.), in order to take them to account. 
This is — as everyone must see — in itself a very undram atic 
subject, and upon it the dramatic form is enforced against 
its very nature. But, making allowance for this ill-chosen 
subject and overlooking the defects resulting from it, we 
must acknowledge that the whole possesses much wit and 
ingenuity, and that everything possible is dfuie to breathe 
life and interest into the subject. 4b elfect this, Nash at 
the very beginning makes the ghost of Will Summer, the 
famous court-jester of I lonry VTll., appear as the prologue, 
and, in a most amusing maniuT, forget his own character 
by suddenly acting that of IVIr. Toy (the name of the actor 
who plays the part), and as suddenly again changing into 
the person of Will Summer. The whole ]>art is carried on 
ill this twilight between illusion and rtaility ; and, as Will 
Summer at the conclusion of the introdiuitory scene an- 
nounces with a clever turn of speech, that iio intends 
remaining on the stage to witness the play, and as in 
fact ho not only remains, hut, hy means of interspersed 
remarks, continually criticises and ridicules the play, 
the poet, and the actors, and as, at the end, the play 
again begins with Will SiiinmiT first personifying Mr, 
^’oy and then the court-jester of Henry VllL, tlio whole 
* Beprinted in Dodsley, ?.c., L\. 13-79. 
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piece appears enveloped in the same wavering lights 
and the drama beeomes a mere dramatical joke. This 
form, by which the allegory is rendered tolerable, but at 
the same time destroyed, makes the play somewhat inte- 
resting. It proves, not only that the poets already actually 
possessed the positive consciousness that the allegory in 
itsoll* was dramatically impossible, and hence compatible 
only with a sclf-destniction of the dramatic illusion, but 
also shows that this mode of treating art ironically— which 
the romantic school declared to bo the highest perfection of 
poetry— was attempted, in the domain of comedy at least, 
200 years before them, and was therefore not even a new 
invention. It however likewise proves that Nash certainly 
was a scholai* and possessed a refined, ingenious and hu- 
morous mind, but that he was neither a poet nor a drama- 
tist, for although callable of producing an intellectual play, 
he was not capable of creating a drama. 

I have placed hiash and Lo<lge before George Peek 
(although the former certaiidy and the latter pro])ably is 
somewhat younger), so as, in my <lis(ms8ion to place the 
three representatives of the ]»rc-Shakspejirian dramas 
nearer to one another. TIutc can be no doubt that, after 
(jrreenc and Mario w<\ Peek; was the most distinguished talent 
among those dramatists who pr(‘parcd the way for 8hak- 
speare. Groeiie in his ‘ ( Iroatsworth of \V it,’ mentions him, 
perhaps with a certain j)artiality, as a poet in no resj)ect 
inferior to, and in many res] )ects “ rarer ” than Marlowe 
and Lodge; Nasli (I.'jHS) calls him verhnrum 

artifex and Mercs (he,) mentions him, after Marlowe 
before Kyd and Shakspeare, as one of the best tragic writers 
of his time. According to recently discovered documents, 
Peele v^as of go(jd family, born in looH, not in Devonshire, 
but probably in Jiondon, studied at Oxford, where ho 
resided for nine ytniis, and in 1577 took his degree of 11. A., 
that of M.A. in 157i< and returned to London in laSJl. 
Here he lived in frieTidly intercourse with Greene, Marlowe, 
Lodge, Nash, and otli(;rH, jmobably earning his living by 
ln*8 j)en. Altlnjugh married at the age of twenty-five, ho 
lived in that dissolutr) and licentious manner which, as it 
seems, was the fashion with the so-called authors by pro- 
fession of the day ; sometimes starving in misery, some- 
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imeSy when a lucky chance filled his purse, in revelry and 
dot. The pamphlet entitled ‘ The Merry Conceited jests 
3 f Gr. Poole,’ which was not published till after his death, 
represents him as a low and common swindler, but, apart 
From some single features, this is doubtless a complete 
Falsehood or fiction, and employs his popular name merely 
as a signboard for fav(jur with the public. Peele’s moral 
cliaractor however, as (Jreene intimates, was so tar from 
being spotless, that it wiis (piite possible to circulate such 
fictions about him. According to Meres he was already i)i 
his grave in 15D8.* 

Peele’s earliest yet known literary productions, are some 
commendatory verses to Watson’s ‘ Jlecatompathia,’ a collec- 
tion of sonnets printed in 1582. (Jtliors of his poetical 
works which likewise fall to the time of his sojourn 
in Oxford, especially a translation of the ‘Ijdiigenia’ of 
Euripides, have been lost.t llis earliest drama— sup- 
posed to be his first from a remark by Nash on Greene's 
‘Meiiaphon’ — is the ‘ x\iTaigiiment of Paris,’ which was 
pi-inted without his name in 15844 However, if ‘ The 
History of the two valiant Knights, Syr C3yomon, Knight 
of the Golden Sheeld, sonne of the King of Denmark, and 
Syr Clainydes the Wliib; Knight, etc.’ (L<»iulon, 1599) § 
is really from his pen — as Ihco sianus to think it necessary 
to suppose, because in one of the ct)pies of tlu' old edition in 
the style of writing at tlictiiue, Pecle is ealh-d the author — 
then this play must at all events be oUKt than the 
‘Arraignment of Paris.’ Ibit 1 am inclined to believe 
that, although in style it is eh>sely allied to I’eele’s oldest 
plays, it may not have been written by him, but by one of 
his immediate predeee>sors from tin' seventh d(‘c*ade. At 
all events it stands upon a lower stage of <lramatie culturn 
than the ‘ Arraignment of I’aris.’ Tlu‘ language is ohler 
and more disjointed, the vm’se is that of the rhymed 

4 See, The Drnmitic and I\uti<'(d of Hohert Oneue and 

(jeorge iVtfe, with Mmnoin of the Authors and .Nd/is, hy the Kev. 
Alexander Dyw. Loudon, IHiJl, p. IVJIIt If. My li:i\ mg - ill till* above 
statements in regard to the cinMiiiislances t.f IVtIc’s lito— exclusively 
followed the recently discovered diiounieiit, aeoniding to which Peeh*, 
0'S a sworn witness in a law-suit, luudo those statements himself, is 
lUBtitiod l)y the public and judicial elmraoter of the document. 

t byco, he. 324, X Dyce, p. 333, § Dyce, i). IS7-535. 
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Alexandrine of fourteen syllables (except that it is more 
freely handled) which was the prevailing verse in the popu- 
lar theatre before the introduction of blank verse ; the dic- 
tion is broad and clumsy, the dialogue wholly devoid of all 
dialectical skill. The subject is an indifferent chivalrous 
romance, with dragons and sorcerers, wandering knights 
and lost princesses, more of a dialoguised narrative than a 
drama; with long speeches, which frequently give arc- 
petition of what the spectator has just seen, it is, in fact, full 
of incidents, but without any real action ; there is still no 
trace of dramatic finish and scenic arrangement, and the 
characters are described in a wry general manner, still 
without individual colouring. Lastly, it also frequently 
resembles the Moralities: the fool or clown is called 
‘ Subtle Shift,’ and, as such, is more expressly characterised 
by the epithet of ‘ Vico;’ two allegorical figures, Kumour 
and Providence, are suddenly introduced into the action, 
the former in order to report to Olyomon, the hero, what 
has happened during his a])senc(*, the latter in order to 
take an active part, and to withhold Clyomon’s beloved 
Ts'eroniis, from committing a rash and unnecessary suicide ; 
nay, the clown of the play once exi)ressly calls it a ‘ pageant,’ 
a proof that it must liave ])cen written when this word 
was still the usual and g(‘neral t(Tm applied to the various 
species of dramas. If iicvcrtlieless the piece is attributed 
to Peele, it would have to be Mq)po.sed that it was an early 
youthful pr(jduetioii, that ]i(‘ wrote it at Oxford, loug 
before his return to London, and tliat subsequently hu 
handed it over to a com[»any of actors. However, this 
expedient also 1 consider to be inadinissil>le, because in my 
opinion, to judge from its spirit and charactcT, the play 
does not seem to have bc-eii written by' an immature youth. 

Peele’s ‘Arraignment of Paris,’ 'svhich calls itself ‘a 
Pastorall, pre.s(aited Ijcfore tlie, t^.neene’s Majestic by tlio 
Children of her Chapell,’ * is a court draina in the stylo of 
Lilly, that is, no free coniposition, but intended to hi JOi 
exhibition to delight and flatter the Queen ; hence it 
poor^ in action, Imt all the riidnjr in gallant ])In’ases, 
furbished up with songs (among which is one in Ibdian) 
ajid all kinds of love scenes between shepherds and sliep* 

* Dyce, Z.C., 347-71. 
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herdesses, nymphs and tho terrestrial gods of Mo\int Ida ; 
these are inappropriately and externally appended to the 
subject. The play is interesting only as regards language 
and versification.* It is merely when contrasted to the 
prevailing “ euphuism ” that the diction throughout ap* 
j)ears free and natural, suitable and fluent, not without 
grace and harmony in sound and rhyme, but also, when 
compared with the earlier dramatic attempts, much more 
adroit and more poetical. We must therefore assume 
that Peele was the first to oppose Lilly’s affected, arti- 
ficial mode of expression, and to make the attempt of 
accustoming the ears of the Court to the true language of 
poetry and to a poetically elevated stylo. It is chiefly 
for this reason that Nash praises him as immus verhorum 
artifex. In the style of verso we indeed meet with tho 
Alexandrines, but in such a manner that the long fourteen 
syllabic line alternates with the shorter ten syllabic, and 
that the latter predominates. These ten-syllabic Alexan- 
drines Peele treats so freely’’ (by' often completely omitting 
tho caesura) that at first sight they’’ might be taken for 
rhymed blank verse. As he no doubt may have done this 
in some of his earlier plays, none of which, unfortunately', 
have been preserved, his diction may have formed, as it 
were, the bridge by which Marlowe proceeded on his great 
undertaking of introducing blank verse on to the popular 
stage. 

Of Peele’s other works, which first show us tho poet 
ill his true colours, I consider ‘The Old Wife’s Tale, a 
pleasant conceited Coincdic,’ (Loudon loffo,) | to be his 
earliest, and after ‘ David and Bethsabe,’ his best work. 

* Th(3 principal pointH are, that Paris is accused by Juno and Pallas 
before tho assembled gods for having jjronounced an unjust sentenct‘ ; 
he is released without punishment, but as his fair complainants 
persist in their ap})eal and, as it wore, annul his sontonoe, tho law- 
suit is recommenced and tlio decision left in tlio hands of Diana, who 
then awards the fatal apple, not to any of the three goddcw^t's but to 
the wise nymph Eliza, who is as ehasto as she is beautiful and |x>wer- 
ful. Juno, Pallas, and Venus of course agree to this decision and lay 
^l their gifts at the feet of the Qu<*cn; nay, at the end even the three 
Fates put in an appearance in order, in a Latin chant, to deliver up 
the emblems of their power, and therewith the power itself to the 
exalted nymph. 

t Byoe, p. 441-59, 
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It is a dramatised old wife’s tale narrated to throe erring 
fancies— Frolic, Antic and Fantastic ; she has, however, 
scarcely commenced with a kind of explanation, when 
the story itself begins to be incorporated, and to pass 
over into action before the eyes of the listeners. The 
whole action is treated quite in the style of a fairy tale, 
always wavering in the peculiar twilight between dream- 
ing and vraking, between profound sense and nonsense, 
between chihlish play and matured humour, but always 
j)ointing symbolically to the main point of the story, 
to pure goodness of heart, and that unpretentious and 
unconscious virtue whose reward falls into its own 
hands ; whereas clever intention, boastful gallantry, blind 
foolishness, nay, even devoted love between brothers and 
sisters, trusting too much to its own power, exert them- 
selves in vain. This ingenious poetic thought animates 
and connects the confused number of scenes, in which 
appear successively, two brothers, who have lost their 
sisters, then a proud, insolent giant, accompanied by an 
enamoured fool, the former swaggering about with his 
double-edged sword, the latter pouring forth his senti- 
mentalities, lastly, a knight errant, who is devoting liis 
whole fortune to ])ay ihe hard-hearted sexton for th(' 
burial of a poor man ; they are now all on their way to 
find respectively the lovely [uincess, tho sisters and the 
beloved lady and to liberate them from tho hands of an 
old sorcerer. None (d* tinnn succeed in their project, 
except the knight eirant, and he only with tho help of 
the ghost of the ])eor .jack whoso boily he caused to Ix) 
buried. The whole play —which is written in f)rose, and 
wdth only occasional j^assages in blank verso, wliich are 
perhaps later remodellings — in contrast to tho ‘Arraign- 
ment of Paris,’ and ‘ Sir Clyomon and Clamydos,* has only 
the one fiult of being too sketchy and 
quickly like shadows on a wall. 

This dry and sketcliy brevity which leaves tho skeleton 
of the drama, the action, shorn and Uiro without flesh 
and blood, without any detail in the develoj^ment, s(.*arct3ly 
permitting emotion and passion, sentiment and reflection 
to express themselves in words — was the opposite fanh 
into which the popular drama fell, before the time of 
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Marlowe, after having rid itself of the long pulpit orations 
of the Moralities, and the equally long controversies 
of Heywood’s Interludes. But poets became so conscious 
that action was the soul of the drama, and the public was 
so much pleased with the innovation and attached so 
much importance to it, that the consideration of all the 
other dramatic elements was absorbed in this. We meet 
with this one-sidedness not merely in old ‘Jeronimo,' in 
‘ Soliman and Terseda,’ but also in all of Peele’s works 
(witli the exc(‘ption of ‘ David and Betlisabe’), and again 
ill some of K. Greene’s dramas. Thus ‘The Battel of 
Alcazar fought in Barbaric, etc.* (London 1594),* is a 
mere b}ittle-]ueco and was j)ublished soon after Marlowe’s 
‘ Taiiiburlaine * (1580), and worked from this model. 
That it is one of I’eele’s earlier works is proved by the 
old Dumb Shows being still retained ; these* arc explained 
by the “presenter,” and are no mere atlditions, but carry 
on the actiem by showing what has happened before and 
between the se^paratc acts. Besides this, ‘ Taiiiburlaine ’ 
is once ex})ressly iiuuitiomHl in a conspicuous manner and 
with refeieiK‘0 to a line in Marlowe's tnigedy; diction 
and versification, esp<x*ially the fretjuently occurring 
bombast, reminds om* of Marlowe’s vet unheard language. 
The p(‘r}>otual fighting and imise of battles, of which the 
action almost exclusively consists, makes the piece as 
monotonous ,as 31arlowe's ‘ 'ramburlaine except that 
we miss Marlowe’s rhetoric of passion, Marlowe’s pathos, 
Marlowe’s wealth of expression and tlie ])owa‘rful colouring 
which is thence s}>read over all his ]KTsonages. Peele's 
clmnicters are, it is true, (’tirreetly drawn, but are flat 
and dry, one and all are mere prinid, imptudous knights, 
or revengeful Mahomedans. And as the aetion is likewi.se 
devoid of variety, and turns l)ut slowly and heavily upon 
the uninteresting fact of the dethronement of the usurper, 
Muly Mahomet, and tlie vain iittempt of king {Sebastian 
of Portugal to reinstall him, it is (divious that the piece 
n(»tlii]ig hut a popular drama, written hurriedly without 
any higlier poetical object than of satisfying the love of 
the specitaenlar in the multitmb^ 

Better, richer, and more t‘arefully worked out, is ‘ The 
* Dyw, i». 417-411. 
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Famous Clironikle of Edward the first, etc.’ (London 
1593);* it is a pity, however, that in the form we now 
have it, it is probably only made up from the different 
parts played by the actors, and is in such a condition that 
it is almost impossible to form a safe opinion in regard to 
it. But this much is clear, that the play which is written 
entirely in the style of the old chronicles, is, as it wore, 
merely a dramatised chronicle of the life of Edward I. 
Of Shakspeaie’s profound historical tact, of his political 
wisdom, othis diviiiatory knowledge of worldly occurrences, 
of his description of general conditions and relations, wo 
have here still less than in Lodge’s ‘ Wounds of Civil VVav,’ 
The events pass by in epic breadth, in one straight, con- 
tinuous line, and in chronological order. The dramatic 
personages are chai-acterised almost solely by their actions, 
which follow rapidly one ujxrn the other ; the language, 
that is, the ix'prosentation of their thoughts, dispositions 
and passions, is again a mere sketch. Kay, this sketch 
occasionally contradicts their actions. Queen Eleanor, for 
instance, up to the moment wlu‘n she kills the hatly 
Mayoress fur the sake of her rich dri^sses, and on her death- 
bed confesses to Jiave committed a double adultery, makes 
the impression, it is true, of being obstinate, haughty and 
despotic, Init still of having a noble nature. The curious 
scene in which the Queen perjures herself, by denying that 
she was the cause of the death of the unfortunate Lady 
Mayoress, and calls upon Heaven to let her sink into the 
de])tlis of the ear^li, if she hail spokem an untruth and in 
which thereupon the (‘arth, amidst thunder and lightning, 
does actually opcm in order to engulf her, and to sjiit 
her out ai^ain in another part of Jjondon — is one of those 
popular features which l*eele took from Plolinshed’s 
chronicle or from an old ballad (which is still extant). 
In our day this would bo called a clumsy sensational scene, 
but in those times, even though awkward and childish, 
it was the expiessioii of that poetical faith in a higher 
guidance of earthly things, without which history could 
not be dramatised, the sjime faith as is expressed in 
the downfall of Llewellen and of his brother David — 
whom Beele represents as martyrs Welsh heroism — ^nd 
* Byce, p. 377-416. 
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in the fate of Edward I. himself, but in a different manner. 
This general romantico-poetical atmosphere which per- 
vades the play, and envelopes the multitude of actions and 
events in the picturesque haze of distance, again forms the 
chief merit of the piece. 

•The Love of King David and Fair Bethsabe,’ etc. 
(London 1599),* is doubtless Peelo’s maturestand best work. 
In my opinion, however, it does not belong to our con- 
sideration here, inasmuch as I am convinced it was not 
written till Shakspeare’s ‘Borneo and Juliet,’ was already 
upon the boards (l.')91~92). I believe that, as regards 
stylo and language, there are distinct traces of Shakspeare’s 
influence. It is more especially the love scenes and the 
images and similes describing the charms of the beauty 
of nature, that remind one of tliose incomparable pictures 
in ‘ Borneo and J uliet.* The poetical description of love, 
beauty and grace, of which in Poele’s otlicr pieces there 
are scarcely any feeble attempts, lie has here depicted 
with a remarkably high degree of success. In accordance 
with the subject the play has sometliing of the peculiar 
Orion tal-Judseic character, (distinctly ap])aront in the 
‘Song of Solomon,*) that confused and glaring splendour 
of colouring, that dazzling sunslnno, tiiat animating, 
prolific warmth, which will allow of no settled form, but 
in which the outlines, while endeavouring to draw the 
form, as it were, vanish again into infinitude. On the other 
hand, when the situation demands the expression of great- 
ness or sublimity, Beelc, here also, in must eases falls into 
bombast; the represen tatiim of power, emotion, rapid 
effect and stirring passion, is in fact not his strong point. 
Otherwise the treatment is in general the same as in ‘ The 
famous Chronicle of Edward 1.* The subject is taken 
almost without alteration from the Old Testament, and 
arranged in an epic and chronological manner. But the 
whole is more rounded olf, because the incidents arc not 
80 numerous, and seem to bo borne by an internal ideal 
connection. Wo hero have the fundamental idea of 
Judmic morals, the transmission of punishment from the 
parents upon the children, forming the basis of the whole 
I representation. David, by yielding to his adulterous 
♦ Dyco, p. 450-487. 
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passion for BethsaLe, becomes for her sake, indirectly at 
least, the murderer of Uriah; burdened with this crime 
David, so to say, calls the vice of sensuality and thus 
family feud, into his house; his son Amnon ravishes his 
own sister; Absalom, quick and violent in his actions 
kills his own brother in expiation of the foul deed and 
rebels against his father, ’l et reele had no distinct 
consciousness of this ideal unity, otlierwise ho would have 
brought Absalom’s rebellion and fall into casual connec- 
tion with the story of David and Bethsabe, and with 
Amnoii’s sin, and not, as ho has done, merely connected 
the two actions (‘xternally, so that in reality a new piece 
begins with A])saloni‘s reludlion. 

The characters oC David, Absalom, Bethsabe, Joab and 
Uriah are well contrasted and aj)])ropriatcly drawn 
throughout, but still too mneli ])y their mere actions. 
David, howovej', forms an exception, and lots us look 
into his soul, wliieli is often troubled by passion, i>ain 
remorse, paternal love, anger and indignation. The blank 
verse, whicli is Imt rarely mixed with occasional rhymes, 
and altd-iuates with inose, appears already to bo treated 
with great adi oitm^ss, whereas in ‘ The famous Chionicio 
of Ddward V and in ‘ The Battle of Alcazar,’ it is still 
somewhat awkwaid ami monotonous, and is interrupted 
by whole scenes in rhyming linos. 
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Egbert Greene. 

Bobkbt Greene, as I believe, has judged Pecle’s capabilities 
with a certain degree of partiality ; if this is the case, he 
was probably induced to do so not merely on account of 
being his friend and associate, but also by reason of the 
great resomblance of mind, and the unusual equality of 
temperament and similarity in manner of life, which seems 
to have subsisted between tlHun. The date of Greene s 
birth cannot bo precisely determined, but there can be no 
doubt of its falling between looO and loiK).* lie was 
descended from a family in Norwich, studied at Cambridge, 
received there in 1578 the degree of llaehelor of Arts, and 
soon afttTwards made a ratln-r long tour tlirough Italy 
and Spain. During these travels— as he himself confesses 
in his ‘ Repentaiico ’ — lie abandoned himself to the wildest 
excesses in the company of vagabonds, adventurers and 
low persons of all kinds, whieh wi‘akened him both bodily 
and mentally, and robbed liis nndecided eharacter of 
whatever energy and self-control, of steadiness and apjdi- 
cation it may have possesstnl, and whit-h wo miss in his 
Works. He was never able to control himself, to concen- 
trate his powers, or to mould his volatile nature into any 
definite form, lipon his return home in 1583 he obtained at 
Cambridge the liighor degree <if ^l.A. Immediately after 
this he proceeded to tho nu*tro[)oli8, and hero again, as he 
himself confesses, led a merry and dissolute life. That 
the Eobertus Greene who (aei*ording to an ancient docu- 
ment), as Hector of Walkiugton, was ]m'sented by tho 
Queen to tho Chapter of tho l)iuee.se of York as early as 

* When A. Dyce (in his edition of Grevna^ and Worh^, p. 1), 

that the year of his birth falls in la.V), this, in iny opinion, is too 
early a date. For it is not likely that (Jreeno ol)tain('d his degree t>f 
I> A. at the ago of twenty-eight, or that he should have studied so Into 
or so long at Oambridgo. Very probably lie was not muoli older than 
ieele, and did not appear as an author till afier him. 
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X576 — is not our poet there can, in my opinion, be no 
doubt.* On the other hand, it is possible that in 1584, ho 
may have accepted a clergyman’s plaee in Essex. How- 
ever, even this report is founded merely upn an incidental 
remark made by 0. Gilchrist, for which he gives no 
authority, and upon a note in the style of the sixteenth 
century, which exists in one of the copies of the earliest 
edition of ‘ The Pinner of Wakefield ’ (1590). Greene, in 
the title page of his ‘ Planetomachia,’ a treatise published 
in 1585, calls himself a ‘student of Phisicke,’ hence ho 
gives himself this name scarcely a year after he is said 
to have been made Vicar of Tollesbury.f He would 
consequently very soon have had to give up that posi- 
tion, and probably also the study of medicine, owing 
to his inveterate delight in a free adventurous life, 
which no doubt also led him to theatrical pursuits and to 
dramatic poetry. If he ever was Vicar of Tollesbury, ho 
entered the clerical profession perhaps out of love for some 
pretty, amiable girl wlmm he married and then retired to 
the country to sptaid some lime in peaceful happiness. But 
from his ‘ Never too Jiat<5,’ a tale published in 1590, and 
liis ‘ Groatsworth of Wit, etc.’ (1592), where he describes 
his own life (in the former in the person of Francesco, in 
the latter as Koberto - except that as Dyce justly remarks, 
it is difficult to see how much is to Ix) taken for fact, and 
how much for poetical invention), wo are led to infer with 
certainty that lie did n<*t long continue in this peace and 
quietude.^ His wif<; may jxuliaps have wearied him with 
her moralising and economising ; a business jouniey to 
London and tlie lewd arts of a courtesan may have aroused 
his passions; in short, he, as it 8e<nns, very soon sent his 
wife and child to Lincolnshire, and between 1685-86 was 

* Dyce (I.C., p. ,3) is of a difforent opinion, and refers his readers to 
this document as a proof tlmt (ireene entered the Church. However, 
he forgets that (Hret iie wa.s i\ot a Bachelor of Arts till 157><, hence 
was no doubt studying at Catiibridge in 1.070, and that the Queen ex- 
pressly calls the Kobe rtus Grfene of the document, a chaplain of her 
Iloyal Chatw],henee that the poetGrwme must have been a clergyman 
and have lived in Loudon before 1576. It also cannot be made to 
agree that the same Greene who, as early as 1575 was made liector of 
Walkington, should seven years subsequently be appointed Viear of 
Tollesbury in Lssex. 

t Dyce, p. 4, 77. J Dyce, p. 23. 
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again in London. He was fond of playing the part of a 
Bcholar, and this is probably the reason why he did not rest 
satisfied with his Cambridge degree he desired the same 
honour from the university of Oxford, which he obtained 
ill 1588. After this, for four successive years ho led a life 
of wild excess, at one time living in the greatest luxury, 
and at another in the most abject poverty ; at one time 
lashing himself with bitter reproaches of repentance and 
self-contempt, then again pouring forth his easily excited 
fancy and feelings in poetical creations. Such was his life 
till 1592, in which year on the 2nd of Sejitember, he died in 
pincore repentance, tbrsaken and alone, in consequence of a 
disease contracted by his own irregular life.* 

Greene w’^as a prolific and versatile author, at least after 
the year 1583, when he published his earliest known 
work.j In addition to his dramas he composed a number 
of talcs and poems, didactic, edifying and moral treatises, 
generally in a semi-puetical, often rojiiantic form ; also 
some pamphlets of a satirical charaeb r. Dyce if counts no 
less than thirty-four small ])roKO writings of this descrip- 
tion. Of dramas there arc, it is tnie, only six, and if ‘ The 
Looking-glass of London ’ is omitted, only five that can 
])e attributed to him witli ccrbiinty ; but it is i>rol)ablo that 
a number of his earliest ])ieces (tlioso written between 
1585-88) are lost. In all he displays no common powers 
of mind, tenderness of feeling, a quick and lively fancy, 
a facility and a cleverness of thought and expression ; in 
this he is superior to his friond IViele, but in the want 
of profundity of mind, of depth and solidity of feeling, of 
power and decision of character, as well as of moral 
earnestness, and of that energy of tliought wliich, with 
a strong hand, controls tlic reins both of life and of poetry, 
ho is completely his e(pial. d’liereforc although ho, in his 
dramas, occasionally strove to connect the multifarious 
threads of the action in its actual depth, that is, below tho 

* Dyoc, p. 55 t’. — Poilcnstcdt (/.o., p. 59) considers tlio storica and 
Httiitcncfrt paaatMl upon hia dissolute mode of lift* us exuijfrevated, and 
vloubta the "onuiiienesa of the two jmiuphlels wliieh ilid not appear 
till uftur his deatli, viz., The JirinmiuHre of I{. (inrnv ami his 
(•roatmrorth of ir-tV, etc. — As ro'^arus tho latter, f think Ids diiibts 
unjnyt. 

t byce, p. 25-76. 


X Dyce, p 76 If. 
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outwaid representation, lie was never successful, it was 
beyond bis power to adbere tlirougliont to any one idea 
of life as the foundation and substance of the whole piece, 
and to carry it through all the different parts with e(iual 
clearness. Ilis details, as in the case of Peele, are Init 
loosely and externally connected, all is diffuse, and this in- 
ward teiideiicy to dissolution can only be arbitrarily checked 
by sudden turns of the action which are not accounted for 
in any way. Ilis dramas i^ossess form and proportion, they 
possess emotion, poetical thought and a light and graceful 
movement; but this external form does not compensate fur 
the want of internal unity and the organic arrangement of 
the various parts. In agreimient with this his dramatic 
characters are perfectly similar to most of Peele’s person- 
ages, correctly drawn, it is true, and not wanting in freshness 
and animation, but diwoid of an inner motive of develop- 
ment ; they are, as it were, ready at the beginning of the 
piece, not full and round figures, but for the most part, so 
to say, scnlptured in half-relief, like figures in ancient illu- 
minations, which cannot divest flicmsclvcs of the brilliant 
ground work of gold upon which they are emblazoned. 
They are deficient in intrinsic genuineness of charaeder 
and intensity of feeling ; like Greene himself, their life 
does not so much pass outwards from witliin, but con- 
versely ; and hence their inmost and actual character is 
never revealed, l)ut reality and a])j)earance float on in 
a loose, broad and wavering nneertainty. The language 
is pure, clear, and graccdul, but without ebb and flow, and 
runs on in too calm and uniform a manner; it is nut, 
so much the language of hiding which s])rings from the 
depth of the soul, as conversation and narrative which 
receive the subject from without; grandeur and power, 
the pathos of emotion, and the shnni of pas.sion are as much 
beyond Greene’s \)ow(t of description as beyond Pcelc’s. 

Thus compositi(m, ciiaraeterisation and language accord 
with one another, and d’it^ek justly praises a certain 
s(jothirig harmony in Greene’s poetry. It is in fact 
harmonious by being cast in one mould and in one spirit ; 
all the characters breathe the same atmosphere, and we can 
trace the same treatment of drawing, colouring, and per* 
spective throughout the whole piece. But, to use a pre* 
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vious illustration, it is with them as with the ancient 
illuminations — all the figures are painted in one stylo 
and in one spirit, but the intrinsic necessity of their 
connection which ought to be directly apparent, is 
wanting. For instance, in the ancient picture, by the 
side of the Saviour, the Apostles and tlie Virgin, we have 
a later saint, a bishop, a pope, or even the donor of the 
picture and his family. Tlie harmony of Greene’s works 
does not arise out of one thoroughly developed idea of 
life forming the basis of the wliole, but out of the unity 
of feeling and of the general tone of mind, in which the 
several parts arc conceived and exccu ted. In short, Greene 
treats dramatic art too much in the epic style, with him 
the inner life is kept too much in the background, the 
action develops too little out of the subjective mind and 
character of the dramatic personages, and hence, that which 
takes place, appears more in the light of an event than of 
an action. This is the fundanKuital error which is the 
root of all the defects of both IVjcIo’s and Greene’s dramas. 

For this reason Greene has been more suecossful with 
those of his works where his subject is legendary, more 
epic than dramatic, llis ‘James IV. of Scotland,’ when 
regarded as an historical drama, is considerably inferior to 
his ‘King Alphonsus of Aragon,’ or his ‘ Orlando Furioso,’ 
and especially his ‘ Friar llacon,’ wliich wiire popular 
works, and long maintaint*d thidr ])hice on the stage. It 
is evident from ‘ The Scottish Historic of James the Fourth, 
iilaino at Flodden, intermisted Avith a pleasant Comedie,’ 
etc. (London, 15l»8)*that (*reene, led astray perhaps by 
Marlowe, ventured upon a task (piitc beyond liim. He as 
yet obviously had no idea of tlie dignity of history, of an 
historico-political spirit, of an historical conception of 
the subject, or of an historico-dramatieal form of the 
drama. History Avith him re.snlves itself into a romance, 
’winch turns upon James IV. falling in love with the 
hoautiful Ida, daughter of the Countess of Arran, and 
the faithful love of the (^ueen for her faithless 
consort. Love conquers in the end, tor James being por- 
sisteutly rejected by the virtuous Ida, regrets the blind haste 
which, deceived and betrayed by a miserable flatterer, 
* In Dyco/p. 183-220. 
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ho gavo orders for the assassination of liis Queen ; she, 
fortunately, has only been seriously wounded, and when 
scarcely recovered, throws herself between the contending 
armies of the Scotch and English. Her entreaties con^ 
ciliate her father the King of Englaili, who, in order to 
avenge hei supposed death, has invaded Scotland ; thus 
she, as it were, takes the heart of her husband by storm. 
This romantic story, of which hitherto no trace has been 
found cither in the Scotch chronicles or elsewhere,* is 
enclosed in a fantastic framework, the chief figures of 
which are; Oberon, ‘King of Fairies,’ and Bohan, a 
Scottish misanthro})ic recluse. Bohan is supposed to have 
the ‘ history ’ enacted before his friend Oberon, in justi- 
fication of liis having separated himself from the world. 
This is the ‘ pleasant comedic ’ mentioned on the title page, 
and is an additional honne hmehe to delight the popular 
love for pageants and the laughable ; it is connected with 
tl^e play by the well sustained character of Slipper, the 
son of Bohan, wlio liowever, also plays the part of clown. 
The atmosphere of history was evidently too pure and cool 
for Greene’s taste, and he accordingly tries to mix it with 
the fragrance and liazincss of roiiiaiice. 

flowever, in his ‘ King Alphonsus,’ and still more so in 
his ‘ Orlando Fiirioso,’ we feel throughout that the poet is 
at home with lus subject; tlic reader is met by a refresh- 
ing breath of native air. ‘ 'J’he ( ’omicale Historic of 
Alphonsus, King of Aragon’ (London, 1599), f is indeed 
based upon a senii-historieal foundation (at least it is pro- 
bable that Greene in his ‘ Alplionsus ’ thouglit of Al])honsii8 
V., King of Aragon, 1416-5S) ; ainl yet lie has erected such 
a romantic and fantastic structure upon this foundation, 
that it would bo doing Jiim an injustice to judge liis work 
from the stand])oint of an historical drama. The ])lay is 
obviously an imitation of JMarhAvo’s ‘ Tamburlaine 
like the latter, Aljilionsus, supported merely by his hero- 
ism and his knightly sword, not only conquers the crown 
of Aragon, which was wrongfully taken from his 
father, and is his rightful inheritance, hut half the world 
into the bargain. The perpetual noise of battle, through 
which the hero advances from victory to victory, produces, 

♦ Dyce, p. 33. f Dyco, p. 221-248. 
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as in the case of ‘ Tamburlaine/ a certain monotony which 
is not broken either by the introduction of the oracular 
ghost of Mahomet (who, one knows not why, being enraged 
with Amurack will at first give no oracle, and finally, at 
the entreaties of his priests who are anxious about their 
own existence, gives a wrong oracle out of spite— one of 
those strange and unaccounted-for incidents, with which 
Greene delights to embellish his plays), nor by the con- 
clusion, the marriage of Alphonsus with the lovely 
Iphigenia. And yet the excessive temerity, the infatuated 
confidence of the hero, impart a poetic colouring to the 
figure of Alphonsus, which, however, is again a copy of 
Marlowe’s ‘ Tamburlaine.’ Even the language is an imi- 
tation, except that it is not so pompous and pretentious, 
but still far from possessing IVIarlowe’s energy, Marlowe’s 
rhetorical grandeur and tragic pathos. I conjecture there- 
fore that it was written soon after ‘ 'ramburlaine,’ that is, 
it probably appeared about the year l0(S7 ; it was, however, 
not printed till 1699, and this I regard as a proof of its 
great popularity with the English public. 

The form of the whole piece is uncommon and poetically 
conceived : Venus accompanied by the I^Iuses, recites the 
prologue, and at the same time takes the place of the 
Dumb Shows by giving, at the beginning of every act, a 
short resume of the East and announcing what the Future 
will bring. But according to the fiction upon which the 
play is founded, it is Venus also who, with divine creative 
power, and with the assistance of Calliope, writes the play 
herself, not with pen and ink, but wdtli flesh and blood 
and living action, so that her description becomes an 
eventful history in the eyes of the spectators. This at 
the same time indicates the fundamental idea of the piece : 
wherever the all-powerful goddess of love and beauty 
herself plans the actions and destinies of mortals, there 
extraordinary things come to pass with playful readiness 
and grace, and where there is no opposition, love and 
hoauty reward the toilless task of the fortunate hero. It 
's only a pity that this poetical thought lies far more 
without than within the action. 

‘The Historic of Orlando Furioso’ (London, 1594-1599),* 
* Dyce, pp. 85-112. 

V0L.1. ‘^ **^*^ I. 
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is indeed free from Marlowe’s influences, and a genuine 
composition of Greene's, bearing the peculiar stamp of 
his style very distinctly marked ; but it is too light a 
production, and was perhaps hastily sketched, in Drder 
to furnish the Queen with a new play for one of her 
hurriedly arranged Court festivals. At all events, on the 
title-page of both editions, it is expressly mentioned that 
the piece had been performed before her Majesty. Although 
upon the whole it is a thoroughly popular composition, 
still it is evident from the language that it was written for 
the Court; the learned similes and allusions to ancient 
mythology, the heroic legends and history, of which Greene 
was otherwise too fond, arc here amassed to excess ; the 
dramatic characters recite passages from classic authors; 
the enchantress Melissa, on one occasion, gives a whole 
speech in Latin hexameters ; nay, even Orlando bursts forth 
into Italian rhymes in a moment of deep grjef and rage 
at Angelica’s supposed infidelity — a want of taste which 
brings the already unsuccessful scene, the centre of the 
whole action, down to the sphere of the ridiculous. Even 
if wo assume, witli Dyco,* that the extant prints give 
us the play in an imperfect form, yet, in my opinion, 
it stands below the usual level of Greene’s dramatic 
talent. 

I shall here mainly follow ‘The honourable Historic 
of frier Bacon and frier B(mgay, etc.' (London, 1594, 1599, 
1630),f because it is geiu;rally acknowledged to bo one of 
Greene’s best works, and all his already mentioned merits 
can be easily recognised in it.f The old popular tradition 
of Friar Bacon and his magic arts is interwoven with the 
story of the loves of Prince Edward and Earl Lacy, for 
the forester’s beautiful daughter, Margaret of Fresinglield. 
The connection, however, is entirely epical, and merely 
external and accidental. The fundamenbil idea of tlio 
legend and the love story have notliing in common. It 
is the same with the develo 2 )ment of the two actions ; in 

* Dyce, p. 31. f Dyce, pp. 150 -178. 

t Another reason of my having Bpeeially selected this piece is, that 
in Tieck’s Vorschule Shak»peare*s there is a good translation of tliis 
play, and my German readers would therefore be able to judge for 
themselves. 
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the one Friar Bacon’s ambitious design fails througli 
an external cause, — the carelessness and stupidity of his 
assistant — at all events no explanation is given as to why 
the all-wise and all-powerful Bacon should confide such 
important services to such a fool ; in the other, the sudden 
magnanimity of the Prince, his withdrawal in favour of 
Laey, and the latter s hesitation and trials are equally 
unaccounted for; both are events rather than actions. 
King Henry III. and the Emperor Frederick II., the King 
of Castile and his daughter, form (in the style of a popular 
ballad) a brilliant framework — the gold groundwork of 
the ancient pictures— they do not in the least enter int(» 
the action of the play, but rather accompany it with the 
grotesque and symbolical splendour of the Court manners 
and language of the day, and rather accept w^hatever the 
other characters determine and accomplish. Nevertheleiss 
the scenes run into one another smoothly and naturally ; 
the action represented advances in a measured and graceful 
movement; most of the characters, and especially the 
comic ones — in their epic relief-like style of treatment — 
may be called well executed, and the whole piece is per- 
vaded by a breath of pure, fresh air, a bright, harmonious 
colouring, and a unity of the general tone which, it is 
true, cannot compensate for the missing centre of an 
internal causal connection, but surrounds the heterogeneous 
elements as by an invisible bond. In short, the piece 
possesses in an eminent degree all the merits of Greene's 
stylo. 

Even if the already mentioned ‘ pleasant conceytet 
comedio of George-a-Greeno, the Pinner of Wakefield ' 
(London, 1699),* was not written by this author, still it 
is composed so completely in his style, and is so excellent 
of its kind that, for this reason alone, it deserves a sliort 
notice at our hands ; and this all the more so as, in the 
notice upon one of the old prints, ah’cady referred to, K. 
Greene is called the author of the piece, and consequently, 
in addition to the internal reasons of its genuineness, we 
have this external confirmation as well. The subject in 
this case is again furnished by two popular legends whicli 
are connected with each other, and also with certain events 
• Dvee, pp. 249-268. 

L 2 
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from the reign of the ‘ good king Edward * (probably the 
extremely popular Edward without regard to chro- 
nological order or historical truth. 

‘ George-a-Greene,* the faithful and chivalrous ‘ pinner,* 
and * liobin Hood,* the mighty hunter, are still held in 
lively remembrance by Englishmen, and at the time when 
Greene wrote his piece they were favourite national heroes. 
These characters, therefore, have been conceived and 
treated by the poet in the very spirit of the legends and 
old ballads, which were then current. Extraordinary 
strength of body and an equal amount of courage and sense 
of honour, a lively cheerful temperament, loyalty to their 
king and attachment to their own class and their own mode 
of life, are the principal characteristics. Accordingly 
they are drawn in an epic style, merely from that side 
of their characters, by which they are connected with 
external relations, circumstances and events ; their inward 
life of mind and soul is rarely if ever taken into consider- 
ation. In like manner the action is spun out from 
external causes, from accidental coincidences of circum- 
stances and events. With the defeat of the rebellious 
Earl of Kendall by the Pinner, and of the Scottish king 
by old Musgrave, and tlieir delivery as captives to the 
king, the thread of the first part of the story comes to 
an end. Then Kobin Hood appears, and the action 
suddenly takes a new turn, the shoemakers of the merry 
town of Bradford playing the most prominent part ; in 
short, we have the beginning of an entirely new piece 
in which, however, the st(uy of the Pinner’s love for tho 
fair Bettris is incidentally brought to a close. It is mani- 
fiist that the several parts of the action are no more closely 
another than, for instance, tho exploits 
1 with the anger of the godlike Achilles, or 

the adventurous travels of Ulysses with the manner 
m which he rid himself of his troublesome suitors. If, 
nowevei, we for once allow this epical stylo to pass and 
overlook the faults against dramatic composition, the 
piece as a whole will be found so pleasing, the characters 
so unpretending and drawn with so few, yet clear and 
nrm strokes, the language so natural and appropriate, 
the wit so snrightly and naive, the whole pervaded by 
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a tone of such homely cheerfulness, and the various 
elements held together by a spirit so in accordance with 
the old English popular life and character, that, in my 
opinion, it ranks higher even than ‘ Friar Bacon.* 

Collier places the first appearance of ‘ Friar Bacon ’ 
in tlie year 1588: from Henslowe’s ‘Diary* it appears to 
have been acted in London in 1591.* The ‘Pinner of 
Wakefield * may have been composed or rather put into 
its present shape somewhere about the same time, perhaps* 
in 1589-90. Fori think, it may pretty safely be assumed 
that Kobert Greene originally wrote the piece in prose, 
and that he afterwards hastily and flightily changed it 
into blank verso. This seems to be so decidedly confirmed 
by the whole character of the diction, and more especially 
by the treatment of the blank verse— as compared with 
others of Greene’s pieces — that I do not entertain the 
slightest doubt about the matter. Accordingly, the play 
in its first origin would be one of Greene’s earliest works, 
and was very probably written about the year 1585. 

• Dyoe, p. 32. 
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CHAPTER XIL 

CIIRISTOrHEU (kit) MARLOWE. 

Mari^we’s oldest known piece, ‘ Tambiirlaine the Great 
which Collier * for very j)lauBihle, not to say safe reasons, 
places in the year 1 086— was the first, as already repeatedly 
stated, that gave rise to tlic great linguistic reform in the 
rmglish popular drama, that is, to the introduction of 
blank verse. The courage with which he, as quite a young 
poet (perhaps even on the occasion of his first di’amatic 
attempt), ventured upon tliis undertaking, the cleverness 
and assurance uitli which he carried it out, the power 
and independence of his mind manifested in it, all throw 
some light upon his character. Marlowe, as Dyce has 
but recently as(.*ertain* (l, was the son of a shoemaker, and 
was born in Canterbury in 1564, probably towards the 
end of February ( ho was baptised, according to the Church 
register, on the 26th of February). Ho obtained free 
admission into the King’s school at Canterbury, where 
he received his first education. Afterwards — probably 
by the help and assistance of a rich patron, whom he 
jDerhaps found in the ])erson of Sir Roger Man wood — ho 
went to Cambridge, studied at Benet College and was made 
B.A. in 1586, M.A. in 1587.f Ilis wild, passionate nature 
seems however, at an early date, to have driven him from 
the career he had entered uj)on. It is probable that, soon 
after quitting the I niversity, ho became an actor — this 
at least is reported in one of the uncertain sources from * 
which our knowledge in regard to his life is drawn — but 
appears soon afterwards to have left the stage possibly in 
order to live an entirely free and unrestrained life, and to 
be able to devote all his energies to literary work. At all 

* Collier, hi. 108 ff. 

t A. Dyco, The of Chmtopher MarUme* London, 1850, i 

p. i. ff. 
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events wo do not find his name mentioned among the 
members of any of the contemporary corn])anie8 of players. 
On the other hand, several of his great tragedies appeared 
in quick succession : about 1588 ‘ The Life and Deatli 
of Dr. Faust US:* about 1589 his ‘Jew of Malta;’ in the 
following year, in any case, at least, no earlier th •n towards 
the end of 1589, ‘ The Massacre at Paris about the same 
time, his ‘ Dido, Queen of Carthage,’— a piece which he 
wrote in conjunction with 'I'li. Nash, or which the latter 
perhaps ‘ finished ’ — and not long afterwards his ‘ Edward 
the Second,’ which is probably his last work and in Eng- 
land is considered his best.* 

These six dramas, in addition to some others which 
perhaps belong to him, or have been lost,f Marlowe 
composed in the course of six or seven years, during which 
he lived an unsteady and dissolute life, distracted by 
violent passions. In this respect he rivalled his associate 
Kohert Greene, with this difference, however, that the 
latter’s failings resulted from carelessness and weakness 
of character ; with Marlowe, on the contrary, who possessed 
rather too much than too little strength of mind and will, 
it was the immoderation of his feelings and desires, his 
passionate susceptibility of temperament and a certain 
violence in his whole lx3ing, that were the cause of his 
ruinous irregularities. Like his life and character, so 
his death also was of a violent kind; according to un- 
animous reports, ho died in the prime of life, on the first 

* Dyce, Z.C., i. pp. x., xiv., xx., xxii. f., xxviii. f. 

t Lu8€s Dominion, was formerly attrilnited to Marlowe, is 

not Ms work, aiul wjis written latiT l)y lH‘kker, Ilaiiirhton, and Day, as 
lias already been pointed out bv the Falitor of Dodsley*s Edition, ii. 
311 f. Compare Collier, iii. Ob, Dyee, i. p. Iviii. f. The old Taming 
of a Shrew also, which some have recc ntly wished to attribute to him, 
is cert^iiiily not wriiti'ii hy him, as Dyee •/.<*. p. Ixv. f.) has clearly 
proved. On the other ham 1 1 )yee is of the opinion that the two historical 
dramas: The first part of the Contention tniireen the two famous Ifouses 
of York and Lancat^ter, iiiul The True Tragedie of Jiichard, Duke of 
yor/f— upon which the secoml and third parts of Sliakspoaro’s Henry 
VL are foundoil — wen*, if not entirely, still for the most {.art, fnun liis 
P<in, and tJiat he likewise had a hand in the old play of The Trouble- 
*om itaigne of King John (/•«., PP- f- Ixv.). In rej^ard to this ques- 
tion I refer the l eader to that portion of this work which will examine 
•ume of Shakspo.ire’a dramas of doubtful origio. 
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of June 1593, at Deptford, of a wound which he had 
received in a fight, having, as Meres relates, in a fit of 
jealousy attacked a rival in love— one Francis Archer, 
a low, common man — with a drawn dagger.* 

Marlowe, in all essential points, was a direct contrast to 
Kobert Greene; for while the latter found pleasure in 
remaining on a flat surface and in a calm smoothness of 
movement, 'i|darlowe strove to mount the stormy heights 
towards the grand, the mighty, and the extraordinary. 
He, in fact, possessed a vigorous, fiery spirit, an energetic 
will, with the soul of a Titan, a free, reckless mind, and an 
independence and boldness of thought which shrank from 
no consequences, in short, his nature was great in its very 
elements. But his heart was waste and wild, and it is 
from the heart that every really groat thought proceeds. 
His whole being inclined to licentious dissipation, to 
irregular caprice, despising alike moderation and law. 
Accordingly in his hand, the forcible becomes the forced, 
the uncommon the unnatural, whereas the grand and sub- 
lime degenerate into the grotesque and monstrous. In the 
same way as his own breast was besieged by immoderate 
passions and desires, so he saw in the world around him 
only a titanic conflict between mighty forces, one against 
another, which ultimately destroy and annihilate them- 
selves ; and accordingly in him moral necessity manifests it- 
self only in ruin and desol ation.f In Marlowe’s pieces there- 
fore. the tragic element almost invariably degenerates into 
the horrible ; with him the essence of tragedy does not 
consist in the fall of the truly noble, great and lovely, as 
occasioned by their own weakness, one-sidedness and want 
of freedom, but in the annihilating conflict of the primary 
elements of human nature, the blind struggle between the 
most vehement emotions and passions. Of the ideas of 
right and duty his heroes are utterly ignorant ; a character 
led by a truly moral motive, is a thing not met with in any 
ones>f his plays ; of a discord in the moral nature of man, 
of a struggle of moral emotions with sensual desires and 

* Dyot. i. p. xxxiii. If. 

Greene, in his address to his friends and associntes, at the end of 
his (Troa/«worr/r y etc., warns them above all things to give up 
their atheism and Machiavellism. (Dyce, l.c. i. pp. xxvi. f. xxxiii) 
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Bclfish motives, we never hear a word : blind desires, 
emotions and passions have the exclusive dominion over 
all the workings in the life and actions of nfen. 

Accordingly, Marlowe often accumulates monstrous 
enormities and crimes to such a pitch, that no corre- 
sponding catastrophe or adequate atonement can be devised 
for them ; and hence, the close of the piece is like a low, 
narrow outlet through which the mass of action seeks in 
vain to force its way. Then again he causes towns and 
countries to be desolated by a fire that has arisen acci- 
dentally ; gigantic passions and unheard of actions are 
developed out of insignificant and very ordinary motives ; 
nowhere is there a relation between cause and effect, 
object and means, beginning and end. The downfall of 
his tragic heroes may therefore distress and agitate, but 
can never elevate the mind. Yet Marlowe’s mental vigour 
enabled him to do that which Greene never succeeded in 
doing, namely, to connect and condense the poetical matter. 
Most of Marlowe’s dramas are founded upon a definite and 
peculiar view of life and the world, which forms the basis 
of the composition and its internal organic unity. In so 
far his composition is more solid and polished, so that 
Scottowe is wrong when, even in this respect, he denies 
that Marlowe possesses any artistic power of arrangement. 
Yet, on the other hand, Marlowe is frequently too diffuse 
in detail ; his scenes do not fit into one another easily and 
naturally, but are strung together arbitrarily without any 
plan, and in this respect certainly betoken a want of 
artistic judgment. The action not unfrequently stands 
stock-still, while certain incoherent excrescences become 
attached to it ; in short, the intrinsic unity of idea is de- 
void of extrinsic finish and harmony, the external form, 
angular and clumsy. In a formally similar manner his 
characters are drawn with broad strokes, glaring colours 
and strong lights and shades ; they are seldom truly grand, 
and for the most part are grotesque and monstrous, yet 
always bold and powerful, but also invariably one-sided. 

Where Greene is weakest, Marlowe, again, appears 
strongest; he possesses the power of pourtraying tho 
inner states of the soul, especially vehement mental emo- 
tions, in a striking and effective manner. But his characters 
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are generally speaking notliing but emotion, nothing but 
passion ; viewed from this side they appear too full ; the 
cup, as it were, is continually overflowing, and the per- 
petual ferment and agitation, the j)erpetual explosions, do 
not permit any finer colouring, any changes ^tween light 
and shade, of the ebb and flow botween quiet considera- 
tion and passionate vehemence, that is, do not allow of 
the various stages of a i)iogressive development. Viewed 
from this side, Marlowe’s dramas are totally devoid of 
movement. The emotions and jiassions, upon which every- 
thing turns, and with them the inrddents of the action, 
are, as it were, ready ; they exist, but why or wherefore 
we do not know ; all reflection is excluded ; his charac- 
ters seem to have but few or no thoughts, and accord- 
ingly, in JVIailowe’s dnimas, we rarely meet with general 
maxims, this domain of the mind he has left altogether 
uncultivated. But what we most especially miss in him is 
the animated correlation between the outer world and the 
individuality of the dramatic personages. In Greene, actions 
and events are general I3" in trod need from without, but 
in Marlowe the motives gen erall}’ proceed from within; 
his characters act, not because tlies' are induced by corre- 
sponding motives, not because tlie}' have become to be what 
they aie, but because the}’' are wliat they were from the 
beginning. 

Marlowe’s diction also, corresponds with these merits 
and defects of his compositions. In the same way that, 
with his peculiar view of life, he eccentricall}" broke 
through the general conception and the prevailing circle 
of ideas, so his language also, struck a tone which was 
perfectly new and unheanl of in those days. 'I’ho lan- 
guage of comedy, i. e., the language of conversation, of fun 
and wit, had it is true already become developed to a 
certain extent; writers bad made some happy attempts 
to clothe emotion, feeling, conlein[)lation and reflection 
in appropriate words; but no i)oet had hitherto either 
ventured or been able to speak the language of full aud 
unrestrained passion, or to imitate the storm of its violent 
ebullitions, the fury of vehement desires and emotions, 
and the raging struggle in the inmost centre , of the soul. 
The feeble attempts^ hitherto made to breathe into language 
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passionate grandeur and tragic pathos, seemed like a few 
lost chords when compared with the full and mighty 
masses of sound which Marlowe suddenly brought forward 
in conflict with one another. By this mean he, as it seems; 
produced a great and lasting effect. And in fact, his 
diction when compared with Shakspeare’s, has something 
high sounding, energetic and exciting, which distinctly re- 
flects the titanic struggles of his soul ; we sometimes find 
such great originality and boldness of expression, that he 
is scarcely surpassed, even by Shakspeare. But his diction 
is throughout wanting in intensity, tenderness, and grace, 
and in the same way that, in his invention and cha- 
racterisation he aims at what is massive, imposing and 
extraordinary, so as regards language he heaps one super- 
abundant period on the top of the otlier, aspires to unusual 
figures and turns of speech, and falls at almost every step 
into a pompous, bombastic, and unnatural style. 

This new, still defective it is true, but, in spite of its 
faults, truly dramatic language, was tlie special cause, 
as 1 believe, why Marlowe’s ‘ Tamburlaine ’ attracted so 
much attention, and was so frequently imitated that it is 
regarded as marking an epoch in the history of the English 
drama. There can bo no doubt after reading the passages 
which Collier* quotes from K ash’s ‘ Address to the students 
of the two Universities’ to (Jreene’s ‘Menaphon’ which 
appeared in 1587, and from Greene’s ‘ Epistle to the 
headers ’ of his ‘ Berimedes the Blacksmith ’ (1588) — that 
it was not till 1585-86 that blank verse first obtained a 
firm footing on the public stage, and that it was Marlowe s 
‘Tamburlaine’ which specially effected this innovation 
However, these passages do not prove, as far as I see, that 
the popular stage down to that time was utterly unac- 
quainted with blank verse, and tluit ‘ Tamburlaine ’ was, 
accordingly, the first popular piece that employed it. 
Marlowe himself, in the prologue to the first part of his 
* Tamburlaine,’ does not so much pride himself upon having 
altered the ‘jigging veins of rhyming inotherwits’ (the^ 
emphasis seems to mo to lie on ‘ inotherwits,’ not on 
‘rhyming’) — that is, common home-made wit, ordinary 
invention, everyday stuff —he rather boasts of having a 
* CJollier, iii. 108 ff. 
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grander and more dignified subject and a iie'w and higher 
style for dramatic art. In like manner it is not the in- 
troduction of the new kind of verso which Nash and 
Greene ridicule, but rather his ‘swelling bombast, his 
presumption of wishing to set the end of scholarism in an 
English blankvcrse,’ and his attempts ‘ to outbrave better 
pens ' by mere high sounding words ; in short they ridiculed 
the en*or which seemed to consider that art consisted 
merely of a high sounding and pathetic diction. 

That blank verse was not altogether as foreign to the 
popular stage as Collier seems to suppose, even though it 
may still have been unusual, is proved by Peele’s festive 
pageant which he wrote in lo85 for the entry of the Mayor 
of Wolstan Dixie, and which was printed in the same year.* 
Here the speech of the Moor, with which the play opens, 
is written in blank verso, all the rest, however, is certainly 
still in rhyme. It is also highly probable that ‘ Gorboduc,’ 
which was so well received at Court, and which became 
common property at an early date by lx‘ing printed, may 
likewise have found its way on to the popular stage. 
Still the few intei^sjxii'sed blank verses of Peele and other 
poets probably made as little impression as the long 
speeches of ‘ Goi’l^odue,’ because the subject was too un- 
favourable for the new form of verso, which demanded 
pathos and grandeur if it was to attract notice. It was 
this that Marlowe introduced ; by this and by the great 
cleverness with which, from the very beginning, he ar- 
ranged the whole beauty of the new dress for inspection, 
he succeeded in procuring so complete a conquest for 
blank verso that, witliin a short time, the rhymed Alex- 
andrines, hitherto in use, becjamo quite obsolete, and even 
Nash and Greene found themselves obliged to follow Mar- 
lowe’s example. In so far his ‘ Tamburlaiiie,* in reference 
also to rhythm and versilication, must certainly he regarded 
as marking an epoch. 

As regards the piece itself, it manifests in the most 
striking manner all the peculiarities of Marlowe’s style.f 

* Repm-ted in Dyce’s edition of Peele’s works, p. 537. 

t Some critics have indeed doubted, from internal reasons, whether 
the play was written by Marlowe (compare The Works of Christopher 
Marlowe. London, 1826, T. i, p. xix. f). However, these internal 
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It consists of two parts, tbe second of which, as the 
prologue intimates, was added by the author after the 
first had met with its very favourable reception. The 
first part (‘ Tamburlaine the Great, who from a Scythian 
Shepheard, etc.* London 1590) is however in itself scarcely 
an independent drama, because it has neither conclusion 
nor end. Without the second part the action would, so 
to speak, lose itself in the sand, for the conclusion — Tam- 
burlaine’s marriage with Zenocrate, daughter of the sultan 
of Egypt — is no proper end for a piece which, as already 
Sfiid, represents in monotonous succession nothing but 
battles, victories and conquests. It is ‘ The Second Part 
of the bloody conquests of the niightio Tamburlaine’ 
which first gives the whole an ideal unity, and clearly sets 
forth the idea of life by which it is pervaded and upon 
which it is founded. It contains, in fact, Marlowe’s general 
conception of life, life as a titanic struggle of rude forces 
one against the other, the strongest and boldest of which 
carries off the victory; but these are controlled by the 
chastening rod of an invisible, almighty hand, which from 
time to time interposes with some terrible scourge, so as to 
bend the most defiant spirits, and to crush the refractory, 
Tamburlaine himself is, on the one hand, a scourge in the 
hands of this inapproachable power, on the other a titanic 
spirit, continually threatening and challenging the gods 
themselves, and finally, with wanton hands, overthrowing 
their altars. The poet places this action in mysterious 
connection with the downfall of his hero : Tamburlaine — 
when the death of his beloved Zenocrate has driven him into 
a savage rage against fate and he has strewn the onward 
course of his victories with deeds of horrible cruelties — 
dies, not like an ordinary mortal, hut by an invisible blow 
hum the hand of the Deity himself, who strikes him 
down at the moment when he is having the temple and 

n asons are in themselvofl of no importance, and Collier {Ic. iii. 113 f.), 
^peeing with Dyce and accepting the testimonies of Henslowe, G. 

y, and Ileywood, which nnuniinonsly declare Marlowe to be tlie 
author, has completely refiit«Ml them. Bodenstedt (/.c. p. 176 ff.) gives 
a eareiul analysis of the piece, together with a translation of some of 
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books of Mahomet burnt, and is abjuring the service of 
the Prophet. Although the piece is full of action, which 
however exhibits many excrescences and inappropriate 
episodes that are merely hung on externally (for 
instance the war between Orcanes and Sigmund of 
Hungary, the story of Olympia, etc.), still the diction, in 
its rhetorical fulness and pathetic force, decidedly pre- 
dominates over the action in a narrower sense. But 
the effective and grand passages which surround images, 
frequently as bold as they are excellent, are so thickly 
encrusted witli bombast and hyperbole, that the fulness 
and weight of the diction cannot produce its proper 
effect. The cliaracters although firmly and powerfully 
drawn are so exalted above the level of human nature, 
that they verge upon caricature, and are so exactly 
alike in their defiance and arrogance, their stubbornness 
and fierceness, that the monotony of the action is only 
equalled by the monotony of the characterisation. Lastly, 
the composition is too straightforward, it is devoid of all 
complication and hence of development; the piece in 
reality has no catastrophe, the conclusion is merely the 
final point of a series of successive events. 

Still ‘ Tamburlaino,’ in my opinion, is one of Marlowe’s 
best works, his subseciucnt dramas are decidedly weaker. 
Thus in ‘The Tragical History of the Life and Heath 
of Doctor Faustus,’ * the profound fundamental thouglit 
of the old German legend lias indeed been generally 
retained, and in so far the piece is a kind of pendant to 
Tamburlaine ; for as the latter, in a more external manner, 
wishes to subdue the whole world by force of arms, 
Faustus endeavours to conquer it, so to speak, from within, 
by the force of thought, by science and philosophy, and as 
he does not succeed in this ho seeks assistance from magic, 
the devil and his infernal arts. Faustus and Tamburlaine 
meet their ruin in their titanic struggle to submit neither 
to control nor law, and yet the fundamental idea, Faustus’ 
insatiable thirst for knowledge, his despair about the 
failure of his unwearied exertions, his contempt of all 

* Bodenstedt, lo, p. 200 ff. gives an excellent translation of this 
piece. 
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deceitful appearance of learning and knowledge, in short, 
all that Goethe in his exposition has depicted in so 
masterly and deeply effective a manner, Marlowe has only 
imperfectly indicated in the first scene ; the development 
of the play drops it entirely. Faustus, a weak character 
who continually repents of and then renews his compact 
with the devil, and is animated by senseless vanity — 
merely wishing himself to be talked about — aspires only to 
excite the astonishment of the world and the favour of the 
great by means of his unprecedented arts. The whole 
of the second, third and fourth acts are accordingly filled 
paii;ly with sentimental attempts at repentance and con- 
trition, partly with the tricks wliich Faustus exhibits before 
the Emperor and his Dukes, or Avitii the scurrilous pranks 
which he plays upon the Pope and his cardinals, a heretic 
knight and his friends, but more especially upon the 
clown of the piece, and his companions, the carters and 
horse-dealers ; these scenes are written (juite in the style 
of the German Puppenspiel- Fausts from which Marlowe 
perhaps drew his material. It is only the last scenes of 
tlio fifth act, which in some degree rise to the same tragic 
height attained by Marlowe in ‘ Tamburlaine,' although these 
also only represent the vain elfort of Faustus to submit 
penitently and trustfully to the divine grace, and his 
despairing dread of conscience and death, that is, Faustus 
always in the frailty of his character, far below Tambur- 
laino. 

The fundamental idea of the legend of Faust was evi- 
dently beyond the comprehension of Marlowe’s intellect ; 
he did not possess the retpiisite depth of tlunight ; he, as 
it were, only had at his command passions and emotions, 
llis efforts did, it is true, aim at the lofty and the grand 
in every department, but his mind was incapable of filling 
his thoughts with a corresponding amount of substance, 
and hence the execution is far inferior to the intention. 
Perhaps, however, even Shakspeare might have been un- 
successful, had he attempted to work upon the legend of 
Paust, for it is no subject for the English mind ; as it was 
produced from the depth of the German character, so it 
could bo worthily formed into an artistic work only 
iu the hands of a German poetical genius. This is a kind 
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of excuse for Marlowe, and moreover, it is more than 
probable that none of the old editions of the play give 
Marlowe^s text in a pure and uncorrupted state. The oldest 
edition is dated 1604; but even seven years previously 
(in Deo. 1597), according toHenslowe’s Diary, Th. Dekker 
had provided the piece with so called additions, and in 
Nov. 1602, Birde and S. Eowley supplied ‘ Dr. Fostus ’ with 
further ‘ adicyons ’ which, to judge from the sum paid for 
them must have been very considerable, and may have 
been much the same thing as a complete remodelling of 
the piece.* No doubt the piece was at that time again 
rehearsed by Ilenslowe’s company, and, in consequence 
of this revival, reprinted, of course, in the form in which 
it was then brought upon the stage. This supposition, 
which was expressed in the second edition of this work, 
and which is supported by the stylo and character of the 
play, the inequality of the language and versification, the 
many comic scones, etc., has since then, through Dyce’s 
careful investigations, become a matter of certainty; it 
is now firmly ascertained that neither the edition of 1604, 
nor that of 1616 give Marlowe's text in an uncorrupted 
form-t We are accordingly scarcely entitled to pronounce 
a judgment upon the play. 

Whether Marlowe’s ‘ ]\Iassacre at Paris with the Death 
of the Duke of Guise,’ etc.,J fared still worse by having, 
as Collier thinks, come down to us in a very mutilated 
condition, is a question so closely connected with the other 
concerning the auilior of the two old * histories ‘ The 
first Part of the Contention,’ etc., and ‘ The True Tragedie 
of liichard Duke of York,’ that I must reserve the answer 
till I come to that part of this work which will discuss 
some of Shaksi)eare’s plays of doubtful origin. If, in the 
meantime, we take the luece as it has come down to us in 
the only extant edition, it certainly is only like a skeleton 
of a drama. And yet even as a more skeleton it shows 
us more of Marlowe’s mind than is revealed in ‘ Faustus.’ 
The subject is the Massacre of St. Bartholomew and its 

• Ilenslowe^a Diary, etc., p. 228. Dyce, ii. p. xvil. 

t Dyce, i. p. xviii. ^ 

t Printed in London without mentionihg the date, but which accord 
ing to Collier and Dyce was probably printed in 1595. 



CHAP. XII. J CHRISTOPHER (kIT) MARLOWE. IGl 

immediate consequences. Ambition, love of power, re 
venge, and fanaticism war against and destroy one another 
ill a general carnage, so that at the end the only surviving 
person is the King of ’Navarro, the head of the Huguenots ; 
lie finally ascends the throne and concludes the piece with 
a vow to take terrible vengeance upon the Pope and all 
papal prelates. 'J'he poet’s object evidently was to expose} 
the ambition and the blind, bloodthirsty fanaticism of the 
Homan Catholic party of the day, and to exhibit in contrast 
Protestantism in its glory and future power ; in short this 
drama was one of those pieces with a tendency, which 
were brought upon the English stage about and after 
lo88, the year of the destruction of the S])anish Armada, 
and were called forth by the massacre of St. Ilartholomew 
and its consequences. AV’hethei* tlie ])oet succeeded in 
giving this tendency an ap])ropriate dramatic form is 
a question which we shall, in the ni(‘autime, leave un- 
decided; but this we may ailirm, in spite of the above 
mentioned question, and without doing ^Marlowe an in- 
justice, that ho has not succeeded in breathing into his 
drama that higher historical spirit wliich rises above all 
party feelings. 

I shall pass over ‘the Tragedy of Dido, Qucenc^of 
Carthage. Played by the fdiildrcn of Her Alajesties 
Ohappcll. Written by Ohristoplier Marlowe and I'homas 
Nash’ (London 1594), fur altlnmgb the greater part of the 
j)lay was probably written by Marlowe bimself, and, u})ou 
the whole, it is not niiwortliy of bis name, still it ought, 
nevertheless, not b) be taken into consideration here; not 
so much because it cannot bo ascertained with certainty 
how great a share Nash took in tlu‘ work,'*^ as bca^ause 
it is clearly a Court trage<ly, that is, not a free composition, 
hut one variously dependent upon the CA)nsivleratiou shown 
to the Queen, and to the taste of the Court. This, in tln^ 
first place, is evident from the remark tm the title-jiagc} 
of the old edition, where it is said that the piece was 

* Collier (iii. 225 ^ nlthongh be can only iiu*ntion a few passjicfes 
that iiiiiy with safety be attributed to Nasli, tliinhs lliat JMarloweV 
share in the work might be determined with sonu' degree of eertuinty ; 
hut Dyce (l.o. i. p. xl.) justly mamtaina that this would be an im- 
posBibility. 
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played by the boys of Her MajestyV Chapel. But eyen 
the inner character of the drama seems, as it were, to bo 
pervaded by the perfumed air of the Court. Queen 
Dido, who is courted by many and worshipped by all, 
is, by her second name of Eliza, half and half a poetical 
reflection of Her Majesty, and, on the other hand, Her 
Majesty is again evidently the Phoenix which, as Dido 
prophesies shortly before her death, shall rise from its 
ashes to combat and annihilate Koine, the colony of the 
faithless iEneas. In several places we find inserted Latin 
passages from Virgil, which arc clearly meant only to 
compliment the Queen on her learning, for otherwise, in 
Marlowe, such unpoetie embellishments — which completely 
disturb the whole illusion — are extremely unusual, except 
in * Faustus,’ in the characterisation of which they are 
appropriate; as far as I remember they occur in his 
‘Edward II.’ but once or twice. Unfortunately these 
examples of classical learning are introduced just in 
passages of the greatest ]iathos, once in the parting scene 
between Dido and ^Eneas, on another occasion at the 
moment when Dido in despair throws herself upon the 
funeral pile, hence they considerably detract from the 
tragic effect of the drama. Besides this, all Olympus 
jiiits in an appearance : Jupiter, Juno, Venus, and Cupid 
take an active part in the action ; Dido’s love for iEneas 
is a work of the intriguing Venus; iEiieas’ decision to 
forsake his beloved, is Imt the result of an express com- 
mand from Jupiter, delivered by Mercury. This gives 
the whole piece an epic and thoroughly undramatic cha- 
racter. Lastly, the whole action turns upon love, and 
upon love only : Dido is in love with .d^hieas, Jarbas with 
Dido, and Anna, the latter’s sister, is again desperately 
enamoured of Jarbas ; Dido kills herself because ^Eneas 
has forsaken her, Jarbas, because Dido has burnt herself, 
and Anna because Jarbas has committed suicide ; in short, 
the whole drama is of a sentimental character, very dif- 
ferent from Marlo’we’s other pieces, and is based more upon 
womanly susceptibility, than upon ])assion and manlv 
pathos ; and even though several passages are very well 
executed, they are entirely wanting in Marlowe’s hold, 
powerful mind. It is (j[uite clear that, if the essential 
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parts were sketched and worked out by him then, t«> 
please the Court, he became untrue to himself. 

I have now, therefore, only a few icmarks to add about 
those two of Marlowe’s tragedies which arc usually regarded 
as his best dramas : ‘ The Jew of Malta,’ and his ‘ Edward 
the Second.’* Both possess Marlowe’s merits in a high 
degree, but, on the other hand, his faults cannot escape the 
eye of the attentive reader. ‘ The famous 'J ragedie of the 
Kich Jew of Malta * (London 1633), as the j)oet himseli* 
intimates in the prologue, is wholly based upon Macchia- 
vellism — a view of life which places human existence at 
the extreme point of egotism. The powerful instinct of 
self-preservation, of ha})piness, of power and wealth wages 
war against the whole world : human nature is rent 
asunder, that one primary element of it — degenerated into 
a revengeful and murderous fury against all mankind — is 
torn apart from all other instincts and forces. Thus the 
.Jew, the princij)al character of the piece, appears animated 
by passionate selfishness, inflamed witli boundless rage 
against his persecutors, inspired by a thirst for vengeance, 
that does not even spare his own child, and sacrifices the 
guilty as well as the innocent. But the (Governor also, 
and Selim Calymath, Christians as well as Mahommedans, 
act with the same unscrupulous egotism. This, in tlie 
case of the Jew, is carried to such a pitch, that his own 
ruin becomes inevitable. And yet we do not see what can 
have produced such a monster ; in the first scc‘nes Barabas 
is described as a rich, avaricious, ])urse-proud merchant, 
whereas some scenes afterwards stung, it is true, by an 
atrocious, but at the same time a common and by him a 
not unexpected act of injustice on the part of the Go\ ernor, 
ho becomes a monster in vindictiveness, hatred and malice, 
without shame and fear, devoid of the commonest feelings, 
and cruel and bloodthirsty even to madness ; he prcsrrw s 
this state of inward boiling })assion and thirst of destruc- 
tion throughout the play. Although it is meant to a]>pi‘ar 
if all the atrocious acti^ms, which fol!i)w one another 
in rapid succession, and which in K[)ito of their enormity 
are invariably successful, were merely the n‘sult of the Jew’s 

* Both of these plays have keen triiislnted into Geiman, ami nniy 
oe found in E, von Billow's AlUniiUscher iSchaubuhne. 
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extreme ciiTining and ingennity, still it must be admitted 
that in reality chance plays a prominent part, and moreover 
a chance that appears the more capricious, as all theso 
enormities have no higher motive, no important effect upon 
the life and tlie cliaractcrs of the dramatic personages. 
The Jew dies, in the midst of his crimes, with blasphemy 
and cursing on his li]is ; everything is the same at the end 
as it was from the beginning. Besides this the scenes 
change so rapidly, without any active bond of connection, 
the action proceeds so much in a straight line and by fits 
and starts, the persons come and go without apparent 
reason, and are so ready at hand when wanted, a number 
of Mibordinato figures (such as the three Jews, the monks 
and nuns, the mother of Don Mathias, etc.) appear and 
disappear so unexpectedly, and are interwoven with the 
action in so entirely an t^xternal manner, that the defects 
of the comi)osition are at once apparent. 

Far more perfect is ‘ Idle troublesome raigne, and lament- 
able death of Edward the Second’ (London, 1508), and 
might, in fact, be regard(‘d as IVIarlowe’s best work. It is 
an historical tragedy in the style of iho day, i.o., historical 
in the subordinate sense of a biography ; for In reality it 
is only the history of tlie life of Edward II. that is repre- 
sented, the state and ]>eople ])lay no ])art, or at most only 
incidentally. Life is here conceived under the important 
and fundamental relation sn])sisting bijtween the indi- 
viduality of man, tlie inward Idas of his mind, his natural 
instincts and inclinations on the one hand, and the outward 
position assigned to IiaIii by liirth and a higher ordinance 
on the other, d’his nhition is destroyed by the Kings 
character and bihavioiir, and perverted into contradictions ; 
and he thus prejiares his own ruin. It is not that Edward 
has his favourites, but that he at tlie same time makes these 
capriciously chosen favourites great nobles and ministers of 
the state, leaving eveiything in tlieir hands, and that 1j<; 
confounds his imlividuality with his dignity as King, iiivs 
personal inclinations with tlie demands and requirements 
of the state, that he is unable to distingui.^h the monaicli 
from the man, thus undutifully dissolving the relation 
lie tween thorn — tliis it is tliat constitutes the pernicioiw 
weakness of his otherwise good and amiable disposition* 
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The Queen, on the contrary, is led into infidelity against 
her lord and master, and into the arms of Mortimer, 
through the perplexity in which she is placed as mother 
and Queen; the Prince of Wales, afterwards Edward III., 
has the sad alternative of choosing between filial love and 
his title to the Crown ; if he follows the one, he loses tlie 
other. Lastly, the nobles of the kingdom, likewise, mistake 
their ])Osition, and suller themselves to be led into perjury 
and rebellion by their hatred of the King’s favourites. 
For this reason all tlie guilty persons are stricken by the 
tragic Nemesis ; and thus the conception of life whicli 
forms the basis, if viewed from tliis fundamental relation, 
is clearly and distinctly reflected in the principal parts of 
the whole. 

I must content myself here with setting forth this merit 
of the piece; its many delects I shall point out in the last 
portion of this work (to which 1 have already frerpiently 
referred), when comjiaring tlio piece with Shakspeare's 
earliest historical dramas. I here only draw attention to 
the fact that it is devoid of that rapid movement of the 
action which generally distinguishes Marlowe’s dramas; 
everything invariably turns upon assurances of love, upon 
the wrath, rage, lamentations and grief of the King in 
regal’d to Oaveston. d'his lyrical element, the expression 
of emotion and passion, is prominent throughout, and is 
indeed generally well represen tt'd, but so often repeated 
that it becomes tedious and \veiirisome. The diction cor- 
responds with this; it is generally more moderate, moi\‘ 
natural and not so unecpial as in the ‘ Jew of Malta,’ nor 
so bombastic as in ‘ ’ramburlaine,’ but we still mctt wdth 
occasional excrescences, far-fetched similes and over- 
wrought attempts at vigorous expression. 

It is obvious that Marlowe’s com [Positions bear a peculiar 
and very difibront stamp from those of (Ireeno and Peele. 
To characterise liis stjlo of writing briefly, we may sa}^ 
that his chief fault is that he treats draimitic poetry too 
much in the lyrical style. There is a decided }n’edomi- 
iianco of the lyrical element, that is, of the subjectivity of 
the mind, feelings, emotions, and pathos, in short, of the 
perKonal I, with its personal symp tthies and antipathies, 
impulses and desires, motives and objects ; the epic side of 
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life, therefore, that .is, the outer world and its influence 
upon the formation of the character, upon the will and the 
career of the dramatic iiersonages, the past as the bearer 
of the present, the imix)rtance of a firmly established 
unalteiable dispensation of the world, which giv(*s the 
standard and law for the human will and actions, is placed 
by him too much in the background. This is the reason 
why everything is so entirely passion and emotion, why 
his’ cliaracters and tlnur doings— being restrain! ‘d by no 
objective standard — are so apt to become monstrous and 
unnatural, and wliy consideration and thoroughness of 
the motives, the progressive development and the har* 
lunn}^ of movement in action and language, arc wanting. 
In many respects, accordingly, Marlowe and Kyd may he 
regarded as a decided contrast to Greene and Pecle. Kyd’s 
compositions also suffer from this one-sided predominance 
of the lyrical clement in ihe above explained sense of the 
word, while in the case of J'eele and Greene, on the con- 
trary, there is a oiie-sidi'dness of the 0])ical element, which 
lowers their style into an opicisirig mannerism. Marlowe, 
however, falls into this mannerism from another side; ho 
does not represent the subjective lyrical element of human 
life and existence in its full pure truth, but in a conc*^ption 
peculiar to himself and to his individuality ; he arbitrarily 
sets forth only the one side of the emotions of human life 
and lets the other drop; immoderate desires, passions and 
selfishness alone imidominate in his pieces ; his heroes are 
animated by a titanic struggle to imike tlie world subj(^ctivc 
to their own individual self; all the other elements of mental 
life, but more especially the ethical forces and relations, an^ 
scarcely indicated even in their first germs ; the centre of 
attraction always lies beyond them. This corresponds with 
his general view of life, wliich is entirely peculiar to him- 
self and in which he stands a solitary contrast to the other 
poets of his day. 1 have already pointed out the nature 
of this view, for it distinctly exhibits the princi[)al points 
which distinguish the mind of modern times from the s})irit 
of the Middle Ages, though in a dim, exaggerated and some- 
what distorted manner. In both cases the ruling principle 
is no longer— as in the Middle Ages— the domain of certain 
authoritative powers and general ideas, no longer tho 
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division of life into closed circles, in which the individual 
formed, as it were, but a single radius ; on the contrary it 
is the subjectivity of the mind, the i)ersonality and its 
struggle to rid itself of all external restraints, of all 
guardianship, and not merely to assert its freedom and 
independence as an inviolable riglit, but also to procure for 
itself freedom of action and respect. In iVIarlowe, however, 
this conflict still has a romantic mcdijcval character ; it is 
as yet only an indefinite impulse, partly without referenc(‘. 
to actual life, fantastic and idealistic, supported by a 
flight of the imagination which, on the one hand vanishes 
into endless space, and on the other is driven completely 
beyond reality up to a giddy height from which it ne- 
cessarily falls of its own accord. In so far there is in 
Marlowe a predominance of the romanticism of the Middle 
Ages, but it is no longer filled with tlie fixed, and in itself 
consistent mediaeval view of life and the world ; in liiin we 
already find indications of the spirit of modern times, but 
it is not yet regulated by the standaid and law whicli 
offoi* us a clearer knowledge of actual life in nature and 
history. 

It is evident from this short sketch, how easy and yet 
again how difficult it was for Slmh't<pc(ire to work upon, 
and with such predecessors and contemporaries. The 
materials were at haiul, reatly cut and polished ; the 
foundation had been laid; all that was wanting was 
artistic skill to combine organically what as yet lay 
isolated and separate, or inapj)ro])riately mixed together. 
This, however, reipiired the practised hand of a great 
architect. In other words, Shakspeare's vocation was to 
fuse together the dramatic styles of Marlowe and Greeue 
in such a manner as to preserve their merits, and to lay 
aside their defects, and tluuvby to ])rodiico a new and 
superior style, which -as was demanded by the very idea 
of the drama — might com]nM.se, in one perfect organic 
unity, both the epic and lyric forms of art. This, indeed, 
could be accomplished only by at the same time giving 
a greater profundity to the ideal subjeet-matter, and a 
more perfect developnieut to the poetic form ; and this 
could be effected only by giving decided prominence to 
the ethical elements of human nature, by reason of a 
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view of life which places the true valiie of the history of 
indiYidiials, as well as of every nation, in ethical de- 
velopment and progress. None bnt a poetic genius, who 
brought wdth him th(i whole depth and fulness of the 
ideas prevailing in the (liristian era of the world's 
history— and the full mystery of the beauty of form— 
could solve the problem. How Shakspeare filled the 
position A>hic}i lu^ siibsecpiently held in the history of 
dramatic art, will horeattei bo showoi more at large ; here 
we must be content Avith observing that, in perfect 
conformity witli his position, he at lirst pursued the course 
upon which (Ireeiie and Marlowe had ju*eceded him by a 
few steps. His ‘Pericles, Prin(‘o of Tyre,’ and (if the 
piece be his) the ‘Life and Death of Thomas Cromwell’ 
are evidently com])osed in (iret‘n(‘’s style, while ‘Titus 
Andronicus' resembles that ot Marlowe. That he should 
surpass both in their resjK'ctive styles Ava.s but to bo 
expected, and indeed nec(‘ssaiy if he was eventually to 
rise above them. In his ‘Henry \ l,’he is already far 
more original and indej)endent ; and in ‘ Pomeo and 
Juliet’ Shaks})eaj‘e a])[)ears his full and perfect self. How 
perfectly ]‘e was eonseious, in later times at least, of the 
problem he liad to solve, in order to attain the goal which 
the English drama had in view, is shown by Hamlet’s 
famous words: ‘ tlnj pur])ose of jdaying, Avhose end, both 
at the first, and noAv, Avas, and is, to hold, as ’t were, the 
mirror up to nature * to shoAv t utnc her own feature, scorn 
her own image, and the cvtij (uje and boih/ of the time, his 
form and pressure.’ F(,r these words ])rove that it Avas 
his perfectly conscious (‘udeavoui- to raise the drama into 
the p(jetical refit'X of history accoixling to its ethical 
character in the past and present. 

If therefore, in conclusion, it is asked how far Shakspcaro 
was indebted to Jiis predecessors and contemporaries, our 
answer must be tliat- in th<i narrower sense of the word 
— ho could learn only as much as, in fact, admits of being 
learned in any art, the ti clinical part, that is, become ac- 
quainted with the stag() and tlu'atrical pracjtico, in other 
words, ho could only learn hoAv to arrange a piece in such 
a form that it admitted of being easily and coiivcniontly 
represented without losing its effect in the representation. 
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This, however, depends chiefly upon the drama itself 
being drastic, i.e., developing a living, rapid and also 
externally visible action, hence that something is really 
accomplished on the stage, and that the persons do not 
merely — as the proverb has it — speak like books. Inas- 
much as plays, in those days, were so invariably and 
exclusively written for the stage, that even in the prime 
of Shakspeare’s career the publication of the works of a 
dramatic poet, as literary productions intended for reading, 
was looked upon by inau}’^ as ridiculous, it cannot excite 
surjirise that the older English ]>oets are distinguished for 
their knowledge of the stage and tlieatrical practice. Even 
Marlowe’s dramas — notwithstanding the pi-epondcrance of 
the lyrical element — possess a great amount of real action. 
How anxious Shakspeare was to learn, and how far also, 
ho soon surpassed his own b^achers, in this respect, must 
be well known to every one who has had the good fortune 
to see one of his plays performed intelligently and appro- 
l)riately. 

In this our paper age, the best dramas seem still to be 
written more for the reading than for the theatre-going 
public ; but Shakspeare’s i)lays are without exception in 
perfect conformity with the rules of the stage and thei*eforo 
by a good performance gain as much as the former lose 
by a representation. In fact we cannot sufficiently value 
his dramatic style if wo do not continually bear in mind, 
that ho did not write for the press luit only for the stage, 
and accordingly presumed tliat the jierformaiice would 
soften the often hard and sketchy delineation of tla^ 
characters, the occasional dryness of the colouring, as well 
as the possible want of distinctness in the motives of tlio 
action and the dissonances in the composition. 

If, on the other hand, it is asked, what Shakspoaro 
could learn from his ])redecessors in regard to the ideal 
contents and artistic form, our answer must bo— little and 
yet much. Little, because not a single work of his pre- 
decessors and contemporaries could furnish him witli a 
satisfactory prototype— and yet again much, because the 
general style of dramatic art, which ho found existing, the 
general course of the development which ho entered upon, 
"Was pre-eminently adapted to lead his genius for dramatic 
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composition upon the right way, to mature it, and to bring 
it to perfection. If we seek to form a clearer idea of the 
peculiar character of the old English drama, by com- 
paring it with the most famous theatres of all ages, 
we shall find tliat the German drama is in general too 
lyrical and contemplative, that emotion and passion, 
in place of bursting forth in action, rise only like the 
waters of a fountain to fiill h\ck from whence they arose ; 
sentiment either revels elcgiacally or is drawn within 
itself convulsively ; reason reflects and philosophises, 
in place of merely serving the will, and presenting 
it with the means of realizing its plans and endeavours. 
The old Spanish drama, on the other hand, is too much 
inclined to tlie epical style or rather to romance, the 
modern epos ; it consists throughout of dramatic legends, 
a cycle of romances, a series of actions and events, cast 
in the external form of a drama, which do not so much 
proceed from the jiersonal character of the hero, but are 
imposed upon him in a more outward manner by the 
prevailing ideas of the time, by tlie i)0(ruliarly Spanish, 
inviolable moral code of love, of honour and of loyalty 
in the double form of blind submission to the will of the 
Sovereign, as well as to the claims of the Church ; 
much in the same way as the Homeric heroes appear 
directed by the will and the councils of the gods. 

The so-called classic drama of the J^h’ench differs from 
these two, by the fact that, in its aping of the ancients 
it has adopted the plastic element and made it the 
principal motive of its construction; but the plastic 
element has here impercej)tibly become a mere exhibition. 
The diction struts along with its bombastic rhetoric and 
artificial versification ; passiem flaslies in the brilliancy 
of its fire and the glowing colours of its pathos; sentiment 
coquets with its own bmdei-noss, reason with its own 
reflections and maxims. The action, however, comes off 
without anything or forms but the wooden ])latform u])on 
which all the beautiful things are displayed. Even the 
Greek drama, at least the much admired tragedy, is 
merely a most successful combination of the lyrical and 
plastic elements; the charming power of the subjectivo 
pathos, in the equally charming form of plastic beauty, 
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SO fascinates onr senses, that we are scarcely aware of the 
slow progress of the action, the want of change of events, 
in short, that we are scarcely aware of the poverty of the 
real action. It is obviously deficient in the fulness of epic 
life, in the variety of individual characters, in the inter- 
action of events interfering from without, with motives 
arising from within, which produce a complete poetico- 
dramatic picture of life. 

All these elements — the lyrical pathos and the contem- 
plative thought, the epic event and the plastic form — 
when borne and penetrated by the living principle of the 
action^ are so essentially a part of the real drama, that 
it is only their equal consideration, as points of the 
representation equally entitled to attention, that constitute 
the truly dramatic style. I am still bold enough to 
maintain that the English drama aj)proaches nearest to 
this ideal of the dramatic style, and this was the pecu- 
liarity which Shakspeare could and dared not alter, but 
could only develop further, lie, it is true, leaves the 
plastic element too much in the background; it cannot 
obtain its full due, partly because the English drama has, 
as it were, too little flesh and blood, and the bones and 
sinews protrude too much, partly because it moves too 
rapidly and powerfully for the fulness and roundness, the 
calmness and dignity of the plastic element to become com • 
bined with it. This want -Avhich (lootbe and Schiller 
have so successfully remedied, were it not that they at the 
same time have detracted too much from the drastic life ot 
the action! — may, however, bo allowed to pass, especially 
as the English drama offers a not unworthy comjauisation. 
For, in place of the jdastic element we liave the pictur- 
esque, the contrasts of light and shape, of high and low, 
of seriousness and fun, of truth and fiction, the cliiaro- 
oscuro of the various transitions from the suidiglit of 
mid-da)’- to darkest night, a play of colours of the most 
various kinds, and the most varied groui)iugs, together 
with that romantic haziness of distance wliic^h connects 
reality with an ideal, future woidd. As in the case of 
painting, the figures show more beauty and harmony of 
colouring than of form and character, more richness of 
stibstance than perfection of form, more fulness of character 
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than refinement and grace of appearance : individual and 
characteristic features predominate gieatly over what 
is general and ideal ; the latter is implied more in the 
representation as a whole, in the centre of the a<jti(m ; 
in the individual figures it appears only indirectly, inas- 
much as they take a i>art in the action, and appear as the 
bearers of the fundamental idea. 

By all this we, indeed, only wish to say that the English 
drama from the very cojninencement, comprehended the 
nature of the action with a clearness, assurance and energy 
as no other liad done. Action is the very soul of the drama, 
that wliicli makes it a dmnia; but owing to the fact that 
in the English drama, action is considered more important 
than anything else, the dmiua has a certain coldness and 
domurencss; it is not only devoid of all sentimentality, 
but exhibits almost invariably an indificrcnce in regard 
to feeling, whicli I am inclined to call the liistorical, for, 
like history, ii j:)ass(.'s unsympathetically over the mental 
emotions of individuals, and gives them sympathy and 
attention only so far jus they become actions. It possesses 
that peculiar humour, which again I am inclined to call 
the historiciil, whicli plays with the destinies of individuals, 
while representing them in the drastic fulness of life. 
In fact, the English drama has sometliing caustic, demiiro 
and unpleasant, a certain abruptness and severity in the 
manner in wliich it treats all details, a dry colouring, 
glaring lights and marked shades, angular turns, uii- 
msthetical positions and shortenings, but — although frii- 
quently rather too much in the style of a sketch — it is 
always distinguished l)y .sliarp delineations, always ])y 
characteristic figures, always by life and mov(;imnt in 
the individuals, as well as in the wliole. 'idle course 
which tliis movement describes is no broad high roa<l, 
with scats for resting and ojxui places for looking round 
and about, but a narrow irregular })ath ; the advance 
is rapid, continual and unequal, sometimes proceeding 
peacefully, sometimes by tits and starts, digressive but 
always unceasingly urging its way onwards — like the 
advance of history. All subjects suit the English drania, 
the small occurrences <jf every-day life, as well as the 
great actions of the state, secret family events as well 
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as public affairs, profane as well as sacred history, the 
ancient legend with its wonders and dark colossal figures, 
as well as the bright present with its homely reality ; 
human things and divine, high and low, foreign and 
native, all are embraced with equal love. In this respect 
it has a universality, which again I am inclined to call 
historical, because it comprises all the domains of life, 
except those in which there is no action. Lastly, the 
English language has a peculiar brevity and precision, 
a great sharpness and variety in the naming of all objects 
belonging to external, practical life, it has a great deal 
of bone and sinew, but little flesh and blu)d, hence a 
certain awkwardness of movement, looseness of combina- 
tion, carelessness and indifference in regard to the laws of 
logic, and accordingly is extremely useful in active life, 
but poor and helpless in the expression of the feelings and 
mental emotions. For this reason it is little adapted for 
lyric and epic poetry, but all the more so, for the dra- 
matic purposes, for the expression of action and its effects, 
of the will and its motives, oi emotion, desire and passion. 
Tliis general nature of the language itself, gives the 
diction of the English drama a dramatic stamp ; it never 
speaks into its own self, but does so always in a lively 
manner to the objects whicli are being s})oken of; its 
})oint is always turned in an outward direction, towards 
the action, as if, so to speak, it were always about to leap 
forth into action, to prove the word by the deed ; it is 
tlioi'oiighly dialogical ; its very monologues restuuble dis- 
courses betAveen two, the person speaking and his relations 
to the outer world, his circumstances and conditions, his 
])lans and intentions. 

When we consider what an incalculable advantage it is 
to genius to bo led, from the very beginning, to the right 
path, to find levelled Avays, and conse(]uentIy not to 
rc(juire to squander his best poAvers in blind attenqits and 
npon false tracks, avc must admit that Shakspeare is 
extremely indebted to his predecessors, the first founders 

this geiiend style of the Fmglish drama. The old pre- 
judice, Avhi(di Avould regard JShakspeare as the solitary 
point t)f light in a AAude waste of darkness, has, 1 hope, 
been in seme degree removed hy the preceding sketch. 
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The more we become acquainted with the iiistory of tlie 
English stage, the more we are convinced tliat, in fact, 
bhakspeare is but a single link in the organic development 
of a great whole, that he did but complete what others liad 
commenced before him, that he was but the master spirit 
amid a number of able fellow-labourers who worked with 
and before him. 

Yet, for this very reason, Shakspeare is not only a point, 
but the culminating and central point in the sphere of the 
artistic development whicli ho entered. I'he circum- 
ference does certainly determine the centre, but still it can 
itself be seen and accurately measui*ed only from tlie 
centre. In the following Book, therefore, it will be our 
duty to show how powerfully Shakspeare influenced the 
formation of the dramatic art of his time, how he spun tlie 
given threads into a grand artistic texture, how he not only 
completed the edifice he found begun, but, at the same 
time altered it according to a higher standard, how, accord- 
ingly, as much light is reflected on his predecessors and 
contemporaries, as was thrown upon him by them, and 
consequently how it is that their workings and strivings, 
their value and importance can be estimated only from tiie 
height which he attained. 
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BOOK I]. 

THE LIFE AND TIMES OF SUAKSPEARE. 

CHAPTER I. 

THE ENGLISH NATION UNDER ELIZABETH. 

The ago which could give birth to a genius like Shakspeare 
must also have had the power of producing and maturing 
so rare a fruit. For every person, and especially every one 
who figures in the history of the world, is at the same time 
a creation of universal history, and their birth may be 
regarded as much a matter of necessity as every great 
invention. Thus, when the develo})ment of the human 
mind required the magnet, gunpowder, and the art of 
])riiiting, they were discovered. When, in the course of 
the world’s history, a Lutlier, Dante, Ihiphael, Shakspeare, 
etc., were required, they were born. 

Tlie twelve decades from 1480 to 1600 form one of the 
greatest and riches eras in the liistory of liumanity. The 
invention of printing (1440) Inul preceded it in order to 
furnish the external means, and to be 1 lie lever of the great 
revolution in the wheel of time. In the same way that 
fblmnbus discovered a new terrestrial world, Lutlier's 
Retormation created a now s})iiitnal world. The arts and 
seienees of antiquity arose from their long state of lethargy 
into fresh and vigorous life. It was at this time also 
tliat the modern, and pecnliarly Christian art, celebrated its 
greatest trinmphs, for this was the age of those great and 
«till unrivalled masters in painting — Leonardo da Vinci, 
Michel Angelo, Raphael, Titian, Correggio, and Diirer ; of 
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the immortal and unrivalled composers of church music, 
Palestrina, Giovanni Gabrieli, Orlando Lasso, and others ; 
lastly it was the cradle of the most important of modern 
poets, Tasso, Cervantes, T^ope de Vega, Calderon, Camoens — 
and above all, of Shakspeare. It may be said that the birth 
and activity of all these great minds were necessary, in the 
first place, because the creative power of the century had 
also to reveal itself in art, and also, because the great ideas 
of the past and present required to bo brought out in an 
artistic form, secondly, because a check had to be given to 
the influence of the revival of ancient art and literature, 
that it might not crusli the new formation of Christian art 
and turn it from its course by false imitfitions. The spirit 
of modern art, even though — as afttu*wards actually 
happened — it should lie momentarily suppressed by the 
imitation of the anti<|ue, would again rise to fresh power 
and beauty by the study of these great masters, who had 
grown up on the soil of Christian culture. 

Of all the states of Eur()])e it was England especially 
which, in the sixtcicnth <*entuiy, stood forth pre-eminent in 
greatness and importance. While the others lost more or 
less in power and inlluencc, there sprang up here, under 
Queen Elizabeth’s foriuuate sceptre, a fresh and vigorous 
life for the nation. The long wars witli Franco, and the 
equally long civil wars of the Poses, had broken the feudal 
jiower of tlic Middle Ages, established the authority of the 
sovereign, and tle'reby givcai a new form to the politicnl 
relation Ix^tween the state and the ])eo})le. Tlie fact of 
Henry VIII. joining the Protestant Cliurch gave rise to a 
mighty movenuait in religious and ecch^siastical life, d'he 
l)articipati(ai in this moveiiKait at first degenerated, it is 
true, into partisanship and nuitual persecution ; but tJio 
sound and vigcmjus s(‘ed once sown among the people 
might, perha}>s, bo r(darded in its develo})ment, but could 
never be again rooted out, and soon bore the faiivst 
flowers and fruit. The f)ersecutions of Mary the Catholic 
acted only as a stimulus to greater efforts (Ui the part of 
Protestantism and it became strengthened rather than 
weakened ; under the fostering reign of Elizabeth, there- 
fore, it again, with fresh vigour, raised its head and 
crushed it.« opponent. The extreme contrasts between 
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Catholics and Puritans found a happy medium in the 
English Episcopal Church, which corresponded with the 
conditions and requirements of the time. \V hil e the former 
wished to retain all as it was of old, and the Puritans 
wanted innovations in everything— in blind fanaticism 
desiring either to separate Church and state entirely, or to 
combine them into one republico-thcocratical, exclusively 
religious government, thus destroying all freedom of lif\) 
ill manners, in art and science — the Episcopal Church 
adopted the most necessary innovations, but at the same 
time endeavoui'ed to retain. as much as possible of the old 
system. 

Elizabeth’s and Burleigh’s fii ninoss, which was necessary 
under the existing circumstances, kept the two parties in 
check, without, however, im])eding the new progressive 
course of things.* The Queen ruled like a perfect auto- 
crat, or, if it be preferred, like a despot ; the parliament 
taking any part in the government, or even a parliamentary 
opposition, was out of the (picstion. Yet the people were 
happy under the circumstances; England, to face the 
sharp oppositions which troubled her from within, and to 
meet the mighty enemies who threatened her from without, 
required a strong hand to control the reins of government. 
And Elizabeth possessed not only a strong, but a fortunate 
hand. The successful wars in France and the Netherlands 
for the religious freedom of the Protestant Kelbrnicrs, the 
conquests in the West Indies, the new discoveries in remote 
parts of the globe, the firmer establishment of English 
dominion in Ireland, the acquisition of a lasting political 
influence in Scotland, but more especially the great victory 
over Spain — all this contributed to stimulate the energies 
of the nation, to turn its attention to great enterprivses, and 
to strengthen the rising consciousness of its power and 
greatness. It was, however, the triumph over Philip’s 
‘ Invincible Armada’ that tended to idevate the national 
sense of self-consciousness and patriotism, to the height of 
poetical enthusiasm. In seven days the Si)anish fleet was 
I'cduced to such straits tliat ]\Iedina Sidonia determined upon 

* Kaamer: GescMchte Fmro'pa^ mt dem Ernie dee 15 Jah'h. ii 530 
Lingard: Hutory of Emdand, \i. ‘A f.—Maarnhy, History oj 
Ei^fkmdy &(3. (London, 18G0), i. 45 f. 53 f. 00 ff. 
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a retreat. The fearful storms which finally destroyed and 
annihilated the greater portion of the ships on their home- 
ward journey along the coast of Scotland, were regarded as 
a divine interference, which watched and directed the 
welfare of England. The triumph of the British nation 
was complete. A general thanksgiving was celehrated 
throughout the country, and on the 29th of November, 
Elizabeth, amidst incredible rejoicings, made a triumphal 
entry into London ; tlie })ortraits of the British com- 
manders wore cairied before her, the tro})hies of victory 
were hung up in St. raiil’s, and the Queen’s address and 
the distribution of tlic rewards to soldiers and sailors, waa 
followed by a solemn religious service.* Tieck, therefore, 
very justly draws attention to the fact that this great 
event also, very considerably infiuenced the history of 
art, and that it may have contributed to the develop- 
ment of the loftier spirit which gained possession of 
dramatic poetry itself. 

Successful indusiry and a very extensive commerce had 
enormously inen'ased tlie wealtli and prosperity of the 
country, es])ecially among the middle classes. In Count 
do Bouillon’s report of his embassy to England in 1596, he 
says, that the iow(U’ classes of the ])e()])le are compara- 
tively very ri(di, for although tliey live well, they do so 
economically and arc not by any means oppressed by many 
taxes, so that towns are rapidly increasing in trade and 
industry. Tlie A enctian Molino also, in a report con- 
cerning England of the 3 'ear 1607, declares London to ho 
the first city in Euroj^e in n'gard to size, as well as position, 
and the number of its inhalntants (of whom there were 
more than 600,000, and these for the most part citizens, as 
the nobles almost alway.s resided on their estates in the 
country), for the city was full of merchants and warehouses 
of every desci’iption of article that could in any way be 
useful or acceptable, and ])ossessed many beautiful buildings 
and splendid churches.| The nobility, however, according 
to Bouillon’s statement, were very heavily in debt, in con- 

♦ Baumer, he., 588 f. 

t Baumer : Beitm(je,l 000,624.— J. A. Fronde : Eietonj 0/ England 
from the Fall of WoUey to the Death of ElizahetK (London, Parker 
Leipzig, Iiro.;kbaus, 1861.) Vol. i. p. 18 f. 41 f. 
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sequence of which merchants frequently gained possesKion 
of their estates, and noble ladies often mai ried persons 
inferior rank. The cause of this embarrassment, as llouilh )n 
ahirms, arose not only from the lavish expenditure on dress 
and retainers — the latter often including among their 
number a company of jdayers, generally only a jester or 
domestic fool* — but moio especially the many magnificent 
fetes which formed one of the favourite amusements of the 
aristocracy of tliose times. Elizabetli Jiersclf, althougli 
otherwise economical even to meanness, was (.‘xtremely ex- 
travagant in dress and fetes of eveiy descii})tion,j' and lier 
visits to the palaces of lier nobles and to the provincial 
towns, involved them in similar extravagances. ( di tlles<^ 
occasions, tournaments, spbrndid pageants, masques and 
dances alternated with serious instruct ivo discourses; 
but even plays, both comedies and tragedies, wc;re rarely 
wanting.^ An eye-witness describes one of these fetes 
which the Queen gave in the spring of 1581 at her palace 
of Hampton Court. ‘ The central point of attraction was 
a splendid tournament; scaffolding was erected on botli 
sides and ends of a square, for an i^xtraoi'dinaiy concourse 
of spectators. First appeared forty lords and gentlemen 
in magnificent dresses covered 'with preeious stones, and 
riding on Spanish or Italian horses riehly eaparisoned ; 
next followed eight heraldshearing the ensign of England, 
and four trumpeters in rod and yellow velvet. After these 
came four marshals and judges of flu* lists, a(*companied 
by many noble persons. Next followed four bands of com- 
batants ; first, the followers of the fiavl of Arundel, &c. 
After riding round the ring, with their lances in rest 
and their visors down, they drew np in a line- before the 
Queen. Hereupon an ancient t(>wer was rolled forward, 
on which was erected a tri}>lo chandelier with flainheanx. 
Out of a door in tlie tower a lai-ge serpent wound itself, 
and tried to ascend a tree richly laden with fruit, which 

* N. Drake; Shakspeare and his Times, etc. Li udon, 1818. T. ii., 
P- 92 flf. 138 If. 

t Raumer: G18.— Liiigard,il.c.,Yi. 415,418.— Drake, ii. 

90 f, 

t Raumer, le., according to Johnston, p. 252 ; kikin, ii. 307. Osborn, 
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stood close by. Behind the tower were six eagles skilfully 
contrived, in the bodies of which musicians and trumpeters 
were concealed. In the next place two horses appeared, 
without saddles, and gilded all over, and on each sat a little 
boy with golden locks, and clothed in flowing robes of 
silver tissue. Then came a triumphal car, which apparently 
moved backwards, on which sat the three Sisters of Fate, 
dragging after them by a golden chain, a noble knight as 
prisoner.’ On tlie following day, wlien the sword fight 
took place, there was no want of similar ingenious and 
fanciful devices.* 

I'he morality of the time was, indeed, not of the strictest 
order. The l elation between the sexes was very light and 
loose, and had retained the stamp of a chivalrous, sensuous 
and fanciful gallantry, rather than the serious, religious 
and moral character which was generally maintained in the 
IVliddle Ages, at least in England. Intrigues in love and 
gallant adventures were regarded as part of the life of a 
young gentleman. Elizabeth herself, though perhaps, in 
rfjality chaste, set an enticing example by her frivolous way 
of displaying by words and actions the inclinations of her 
heart. For instance she gave the Earl of Leicester a 
chamber close to her own sleejung apartment; Hennago, 
Hatton, Kaleigh, Oxford, Blount, iSimier and Anjou, were 
generally regarded hs her declared suitors ; of her fondness 
for Essex she subsequently made no secret, after having had 
him executed for treason ; and even at a very advanced age 
she conferred extraordinary favours u])on an Earl of 
(,danricarde, for no otlier reason than his groat personal 
beauty .f She seems to have been unable to exist without 
a lover of this kind, who was half a servant of her Majesty, 
half a worshipper of her ]>eauty. Courtiers and all who 
approached her tried to outrival one another in gallantries 
and flatteri(}s, in order to gratify this weakness of her 
mind, heart, an<l excessive vanity. The whole court 
imitated the example set by the (,)ueen, and it cannot 
cause surprise that strict moralists, like Faunt and Ilaf' 
rington, called the Court a place ‘ where every enormity 

* Raurner: Jiriefe am Paris zur Erlmt. der QescK dee 10 
17 Jahrhunderts, etc., ii. 500 f., .504. 

t Liiigard; /.c., vi. 033.— Raumcr: Beitriiqe, 610, 614. 
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prevailed, where there was little godliness or practise of 
religion, where in general the most licentious habits and 
evil conversation were to be met with, and where there was 
no love but that of the wanton god Asmodeno.’ * That the 
nation should to some extent follow the example set by the 
court, may at once be supposed ; Molino expressly charges 
the English people with intemperance and gluttony. The 
vice of drunkenness, especially, seems to have been rather 
general. f 

However reprehensible all this is, still it cannot be denied 
that this kind of festive luxuriousness and the freedom of 
manners in a youthful, vigorous age, necessarily invested 
life with a poetical halo, which could not but encourage the 
development of poetry. On the other hand, it should be 
remembered that the extreme licence of the court had its 
antidote in the dull severity of the ruritans, and that, as 
sharp contrasts in history always find their adjustment, it 
may bo assumed that in general the middle classes, at 
least, were sound in heart and maintained the right medium 
between the frivolity of the court and the Pharisaism of 
the Puritans. 

However, the Queen did more than merely give fetes 
and devote herself to luxury in dress and love ; she was at 
the same time an accomplished lady, and patronised art 
and science from the lively interest she herself felt in 
them. How much poetry, especially, advanced during 
Elizabeth's reign, is evident from what has already been 
said in our first Hook. We are astounded at the great 
number of poetical productions, and the no less numerous 
dramas that appeared, during Shakspearo’s time, in every 
branch of poetry, and we cjiuuot but agree with laborious 
Drake J who enumerates them all, in regarding the fifty- 
two years, betw(*cn 1504 and 1016 as the most prolific 
period in English literature. This redundant wealth, 
more particularly in the domain of dramatic poetry, is very 
simply explained by the general fondness of the nation for 
dramatic plays, which, as Froude§ says, were the principal 
amusements of Englishmen in the sixteenth century from 
the palace to the cottage. Still Elizabeth contributed her 

* Birch, i., 39, 25 . — Nugm antigms^ 166. — Lingard, /.c. 

t Drake, ii. 121, 128 f. 

t I., 601 ff. § U, i. 43. 
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Bhare in cnconraging art and philosophy, for although she 
did not exactly spend large sums in patronising them, still 
she possessed what was better and more effective— a culti- 
vated taste and a, genuine love esi)ecially for music and 
])oetry. Slie played exti-emoly well on the harpsichord, 
sang 1o the guitar, made tmnslations fj'om Horace and 
other classic authors, and tried her own powers of compo- 
sition in sumo lyrical jaeces which, it is impossible to 
deny, possess a* ccTtaiii grace and poetical elevation.* 
Qdiat courti n-s, nobles, and people, vied with her in 
these acc()]ji])lishments, needs no proof after what hiis 
been said above, and Avill be. still more evidemt from what 
is to follow. Ibit even ‘philotioplni -was hold in high estima- 
tion and even encouraged as far as the practical rather 
than contemplative sjiiritof the ago }>ermitted ; for with 
the Ketbriiiation, a n«'w dawn had broken upon it. 
Peti’uccio Ubaldiiii of Florence, writes of England as early 
as the year 1551 : ‘ Thos(' who have the means, let their 
sons and daught('rs stmly and learn Latin, Greek, and 
Hebrew, for sinc(^ tln‘ storm of hiTCsy first burst over the 
land, it has been considered nsidul to read the Scriptures in 
the original. Tnoi'cr ptTsons who are unable to give their 
children a learned education, are nevertheless anxious not 
to appear ignorant and altogHdher wanting in the refine- 
ment of life. ’I 

The name of JiOrd Laciin, who justly stands at th(‘. 
Jioad of niodern sci(*nc(‘. and philosophy, alone pro^*^'^’ 
that men soon no longer devoted themselves only to re- 
ligious iiitcix'sts, hut that with devoted zeal, and urged on 
by the s])irit of philosophy, they entered its service for its 
own sake. Lacon is by no means tlio only one, but the 
best known repi’csentative of that free scientific enquiry, 
Tidiich froin the time of the Reformation began to extend 
into every province of intellectual life, and thus forms 
the beginning of a new ])eriod of culture in which the 
human mind endeavoure(l, by nutans of the power of 
(Uiquiring thought, to fathom tho laws of all existence Id 
nature and histoiy, in religion and morality, in art and 

R'uirner : Gesnhkhte, ii. filG f. — Lingard, l.c., vi., according 
('amden, p. 736; Kf ralio, v. ^64 ; Andrews, i. 107, 204 ; Lodge, 'i. 

•;i. 1 18 ; Sydr. -y papers, i. 373, 375, ii. 262. 
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science, and tried to discover truths in the depth of its 
consciousness of self and of the universe. This new 
principle of life burst forth, with iriesistible power, in 
all branches of knowledge, theology not excepted. Tho 
controversies between Catliolics and Protestants, Puritans, 
and the moiiibers of the Episcopal Church, embraced the 
whole, many-branched tree of religious knowledge, and 
was fought out with the sword of religious enthusiasm, as 
well as witli the knife of ci‘itical acumen, both in the sphere 
of faith and in that of knowledge. Stimulated by Lord 
Bacon, Edward Herbert, Flarl Cherbury (bornin 1581, died 
1048) endeavoured to determine tlu; nature of truth in 
religion and ethics ; John Barclay, in his ‘ Icon animorum ’ 
(London, 1014), attempted to develop a science of pyscho- 
logy, and in his Ar tjenis 1021 ), a form of government 

and })olicy, in accordance wilh the s[)irit of the new 
philosophical princi})le. William Cilbert (died in 1005) 
endeavoured to comprise the whole doctrine of physics in 
a new system based u])ou the princijde of magnetic 
attraction. John Napier (died in 1018), and Thomas 
Harriot (died 1021), were both distinguished in mathe- 
matical science, the one by the invention of logarithms, 
the other by the im[>rovemcut of algebra. These clear 
thinkers stood, as it were, in c<mtrast, to liobort Fludd, 
the mystic (b. 1574, d, 1005), with his extensive learning 
and the de])th()f his theos(»phical intuitions, and to Kenclm 
Digby and otlnu's. But tlu3 study t>f antupiity, in par- 
ticular, was cultivated with a new and hitherto unparellelcd 
zeal,* By this means and the increasing literary and 
mercantile intcrcoui-se of nalions, a certain halo and 
learned culture was diffused over all the domains of life. 

Hero also Elizjibeth led the Wiiy by her example. She 
spoke three foreign languages (Spanisli, French, and 
Italian), had read a great deal, and was not only very well 
acquainted with the actual state and circumstances of her 
own and of the neighbouring kingdoms, but, as Bouillon 
expressly remarks, she also knew something about liistory 
and philoso})hy.t That she did not stand quite alone in 
file possession of these accomplishments, although she may 

* Dmke, i. 448 f. 

t Ilaumer, l.c.j Batrage^ i. 007.— Lingard, ?.c., vi. 
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have been superior to most, admits of no^ doubt. ^ IIow 
widely, for instance, a knowledge of classical antiquity, 
and particularly of poetry and mythology, was diffused • 
superficially in most cases it is true through all classes of 
the people, from the highest to the lowest, is proved by the 
many historically authenticated features, which at the same 
time reflect the spirit of the age. Elizabeth herself not 
only spoke Latin, Imt undcTstood Greek ; Roger Ascham, 
her teacher, praises her great progress in this difficult 
language, and affirms that, during a long sojourn at 
Windsor, she read mor(‘- Greek in one day than a canon 
of the Royal Chapel would road Latin in a whole week, 
nay, eveii in her sixty-fifth year, slio translated Plutarch’s 
Treatise on (^iriosity.* Tier successor, James I., shared 
her fondness for books and literary occupation, and whatever 
may have been his faults and weaknesses, he possessed a 
highly cultivated mind, could lay claim to great theological 
learning, and was apparenlly not without a taste for art.f 
Hence, conversation in Shaks])care's time was full of 
allusions, quotations and illustrations from ancient history, 
poetry and mythology — this is evident from the dramas of 
Tiilly, Peele, Greene, Marlowe, and from the whole literature 
of the period -and the daughters of the nobility and all 
who claimed to have had a good education, were, therefore, 
c;arefully instructed in Lalin and Greek. At court, ancient 
myths and stories were frequently the subjects of scenic 
representations on festive days. I need only remind the 
reader of Edward’s ‘ Damon and I’ythias,’ of Lilly’s ‘Midas,’ 
or of Peele’s ‘ Arraignment of Paris.’ W hen the Queen 
honoured any of the graiirlees of her kingdom with a visit, 
she was wcdcomed on the threshold by the Penates, 
received by Mercury, and conducted by him to her apart- 
ments. In the pleasure grounds the lakes were ornamented 
with Tritons and Nereids ; wood-nymplis (pages in dis- 
guise) animated the thickets, while servants, in the garb 
of SHtyrs, skipped about ready to ])erform her Majesty’s 
commands.l When in the morning the Queen left her 
a])artmonts, which wc.tc hung with pictures in tapestry 

* Raumer : Geschichtej lx. 

t Drake, i. 434. — Beaumont in Raumer, Brief ey ii, 245 f, 

J For inatanco at the famous festival at Kenilworth. Warton, he, 
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from the iEneid, she was received by Diana, who invited the 
maiden queen to hunt in her own preserves, where no 
Acteeon would be likely to offend her modesty, &c. Similar 
pageants were exhibited in the towns which Elizabeth 
visited or passed through on her journeys. In Norwich, for 
instance, she was welcomeci by a number of the gods, who, 
in order to do her homage, had descended from Olympus ; 
at their head was Cupid, who presented her with a golden 
arrow, the sharpest in his quiver and which, if only shot 
by her irresistible beauty, would pierce a heart of adamant. 
Even the confectioners and pastrycooks were acquainted 
with their Ovid and Virgil ; their tables glittered with 
plastic sugar works, some representing important meta- 
morphoses, and the national plumcake was frequently orna- 
mented with a relief in sugar, representing the siege of 
Troy.* 

After what has been said, it cannot appear strange that 
even in the middle ranks of society and among the burghers 
wo find that both men and 'women were acquainted with 
classical phrases and mythological names, Ac., which if not 
learnt directly from translations of the ancient authors, 
were at all events caught up from the conversation of the 
higher classes. It is therefore ])y no means a mistake in 
Shakspearo (as would seem to be tlio case nowadays) 
when, in the ‘ Merry Wives of Windsor,’ Mistress Pago 
—a dame not over highly educated— answers Falstaff's 
declaration of love with a mytboh^gical simile. On 
the contrary, wo have here again reason to admire his 
fine tact, he soon felt that these far-fetched images and 
allusions— although patronised by a passing humour of 
iashion — could only have a disturbing effect, like a taste- 
less ornament, hence in his maturer works they are less 
frequently met with. 

Ko doubt both society and the whole intellectual culture 
of the nation gained something in beauty of form and 
grace of movement by this wide-spread familiarity with 
the poetical fl:Owors of classical literature. This was, in 

brake, i., 39 f. according to Gascoigne : Primelie Pleasures at Kenil- 
^th and Laneham*s Letters, Both wore present, and a masque was 
temngtd by Gascoigne. 

* Warton, lo. 
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fact, one of the advantages that arose from it, any evil 
tendency was obviated from the independent and original 
vigour of the imagination, which, at this period, held posses- 
sion of the English mind. In spite of this fashionable bias, 
the true nature of the Englisli ])eoplo could not be turned 
aside from its patii. Its attachment to antique culture 
served merely as a kind of S])ortive ])lay, wliich enriched 
the intolleetiiMl and poetical cliaractcr of life, milarged the 
stock of knowJ(‘dge, and exercised wit and critical power, 
without being aide to lake possession of the actual centre, 
of Iho intelleeliial devt'lojmient of the nation. The 
English, in all essential poiiits, remained faithful to their 
old popular cnstoins. habits, and institutions ; practical 
life was but little if at all alfected by the admiration of 
antiquity, and even the diuma. pursued, as we have seen, 
its own peculiar course of develoi>ment, in which it 
accepted the autiipie tendency only as a single motive. 

In spite, tli(‘refoi-e, of the wide-spread lamiliarity with 
the myths of classical anti([uity, the minds of the people 
clung to tlie significant views contained in the ancient 
tales and legends of their northern ancestors, 'flie world of 
spirits, elves, and faiiaes, magic and witchcraft,. astrology, 
and alclamiy, necromancy, ami .all the secret arts and sciences 
of the Mid(lle Ag(‘s, still continued to (wist, in the popular 
belief, and fed the imagination with peculiar images. 
The people were fond of Avhiling away the tedium of the 
long winter evenings with marvellous stori(‘s of magicians 
and fairies, of giants and dwarfs, of spirits and si)ectral 
apparitions. On corlaiii days of tlio year, this belief in 
signs, omens an<l jirophesies, gave rise to all kinds of 
strange ceremonies. It w.as believc<l, for instance, that on 
Midsummer’s niglit, tin.* air was thronged with magicians 
and their miiiistering spirits, and that they fought among 
one another ; it was also Indieved that certain herbs, 
gathered at a ])arti(Uilar hour of this night, possessed 
miraculous virtues, iSe. The feast of Michaelmas revived 
the ancient belied’ in good and lead angels, who conducted 
men through life;^ other special influences were attri- 
buted to the anniversaries of »St. 'Mark, St. Valentine, All | 

* Sou 8hakspf fire’s Henry Vl.y 2n(l part, i. 2, ii. 4 ; Antony 
(Jleopalra^ ii. o ; and MdMh. 
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Saints’ and other days.* These relics of mediaeval fancy, 
which acquired fresh life and consideration from the 
superstitious King James I., and also from the noble and 
eJucated persons who lived during his reign, Shakspeare, 
with his usual felicity and profound skill, has made use of 
and poetically idealised in Ids ‘ Hamlet’ and ‘ Macbeth,’ in 
Lis ‘ Tempest’ and ‘ IMidsumnicr Kight’s Dream.* 

Chivalry, also — tliat peculiar blossom on the mediasval 
tree of life, which was chiefly nourished by the perfume 
of romanticism, but no longer of any political import- 
ance, and in many respects degenerated— still continued in 
its old principles of honour and devotion to the female sex, 
in its poetical forms, customs, and behaviour of society, 
and thus perpetually recalled the Middle Ages. It was 
not merely on extrfiordinaiy occasions, sucli as the visit of 
Christian IV. of Denmark to James I., tliat tournaments 
and contests of various kinds were hidd, tliese took place 
almost regularly every yi'ar.f 'I'hc dress of the day, 
although constantly changing and often tasteless and 
extravagant, but always s]) lend id, fantastic and of the 
brightest colours, and chiefly made of silk and velvet, 
embroidered with gold and silver, pearls and precious 
stones,J was nevertluJess, in its principal features, the 
picturesque attire of the Middle Ages. In the same way, 
tales of chivalry, old romam^es and ballads, were the 
general and favouidto form of reading (to which in the 
Elizabethan period, with its stories by (ireene, Loelge, and 
others, were added other kindred elements) ; likewise the 
legends of King Arthur, of Haimon and ('harles the Great, 
of JIuon of Bordeaux, of Amadis de Gaul, the Knight 
of the Sun, the Seven (’hamjnons, ralmerin do Oliva, 
Bevys of Hampton, Sir Eglamour, Sir Tryamoor, Lam- 
well, Isenbras, of Friar b’ous, of Ilowloglas, Gargantua, 
Bohin Hood, &c., Ac.,§ as well as the epic poems of 
Bqjardo, Ariosto, and Ibsso, cherished and kept alive the 

Drnko, i. 316 If., ii. 154, 302 f. 474 f. 
t ke|)ort of the French Count Beaumont, of the 12th of 

Aujjust, 1606, in Uauiner ; Brief e mis Paris, ii. 271 f. Fuller particulari 
lu Drake, i. 553, .555 f. 

X Fui thor (ietaila in Drake, ii. 87-111, 

§ Drake, i. 510 ff. 
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romantic taste, which was stimulated to cheerful games 
and jests, by the meny tales of Boccaccio, Bandello and 
other Italian and Spanish novelists.* 

’ The same free iKXitical licence with which all life was 
treated, was also employed in blending the^ forms of 
chivalry with the civic customs and court etiquette of 
modern times, and in cxmibiiiing the credulous mind and 
the fantastic culture of the Middle Ages, with the modern 
realistic tendency,* accoidingly it was not thought in- 
consistent to bring the characters of the northern sagas 
and legends into diixxit connection with the gods and 
mythical peivsonages of classical antiquity. Thus, in 
Sliakspexiie, Ariel assumes the form of a Greek water 
nymph, Theseus and Hipiwlyta play in the same piece 
together with Olxuon and Titan ia ; Hecate presides over 
the sorceruAS of fh<3 witches in ^IMacbeth;’ and on the 
occasion of the histival at Kenilworth the Lady of the Lake 
associated witli the train of Aeptnne and his classical 
water divinities. TI)C ]>ersonagcs in both of these domains 
of thought weie merely ])tM.‘tical images, but possessed an 
etjual degree of reality in the belief and the imagination of 
the peoi)lo ; tluy laid not, .'is j’ot, been dissected by prosaic 
criticism and ivducx^d to mere abstr.'ictions. As primarily 
these figures owed tladr origin to a naive conception of 
nature, to the ^)ciccptiou of a natural sense, and to a still 
untutored fancy, so at that time they woie still accepted 
and preserved in the minds of the people with perfect 
simplicity. Tlie jxiopic sympathised with them, and 
allowed their imagination to play in and alx>ut ideas of 
this kind ; but liny did so perh.'ips more with a cheerful, 
poetical playfulness, than with the religious seriousness 
in which they were originally conceived. The whole 
mental culture of the age wjis not yet treated in the spirit 
of prosaic philological learning, if wo may so speak, like 
an orthopaedic Procrustes IkmI, but more like a beautiful, 
variegated ornament, which set oft', enlivened and in- 

* That tliesci were very much read in the original and gradually 
became goneially known throu*.'h translations, is evident even frow 
the many dninaiio forms in whicli they appeared. Moreover, many 
S^hakspenre’s comedies and one or tw'o of his tragedies are borrowed 
from these sources. Drake, i. 451 f. 541 f. 
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vigorated the mind without impeding or confining its 
fruedom of flight; in fact, the whole culture was, in 
general, still more of an artistic and poetical than of a 
philosophic character. 

The same fantastic and poetical feeling which, as we 
have seen, still induced the nobles and grandees of the 
nation to celebrate their festive gatherings in the style of 
the Middle Ages, and to embellish them with appropriate 
and kindred forms of art, also affected the people in the 
celebration of their old national feasts and holidays. On 
New Year’s Eve, for instance, it was the custom for youths 
and maidens to exchange dresses and so disguised to peram- 
bulate the village with dances and songs. Twelfth Night 
was celebrated at court and by the aristocriicy with exhi- 
bitions of splendid masques and lotteries, &c., by the 
people, with pastimes and mummings of every kind. 
Shrove Tuesday, ht)wever, was es|x^cially devoted to 
theatrical representations of every description ; on this 
day town and country, high and low, wore detonnined 
to have some sort of pageant. On ]\Iay-day — amid festive 
processions and bands of music — every town and village 
erected its lofty ]\Ia3'-polo, adorned with flags and banners, 
streamers and garlands, and the young of both sexes danced 
merrily round it. The most beautiful and virtuous maiden 
■was chosen as (^ueen of the May, to preside over the 
festival, and to dance the IMorris dance with the clown, a 
pi])er and four or five Morris dancers, bedecked with shells, 
ribbons and scarfs, etc. ; this Morris dance was perhaps an 
imitation of the Spanish Morisco, perhaps, however, an old 
Aiiglo-Suxon festive dance.* Sometimes in place of this 
(lance, they had llobin Jloodas King of the and Maid 
Illarion as C,|iieen,t surrounded by a merry band of fantas- 

* Tschischwitz coiisidtTs it to be Au"lo-Saxon, for ho derives tho 
word morris from tin; AiiiJjlo-Suxon merhd^ now mirth, (^Nochklange 
^(^mtiuischer Mijthen in dmi Werken Shakspeardsy Frogramm der IlalU- 
^chtn ]ital-lSchule, IsGo, p. .5*2.) 

t Thi|3 popular Mn^^lisii ln'ro, whom tho national poetry of the day 
W'lebratfs in 8u<*h various ways and nu'ntions at every opjiortunity, 
waa, according to ree^mt historical investigations (Thierry : Histoire de 
tr CoiKpieUi de I Anglvterre . Paris, 1854), a so-called outlaw, who had 
hdo n part in tho ro!»ellh)n of tho barons and of the people under Simon 
(li^ Moutfort, Earl of Leicester, against Henry HI., who lavourod 
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tically disguised men, to represent other popular characters 
celebrated in song and legend, such as Friar Tuck, Little 
John the Dragon, the flobby Horse, &c. Matches at cross- 
bow and dancing usually ended the day. A portion of 
these festix'ities, ]iarticularly the hivourite Morris dance, was 
repeated at Whitsuntide, under the dii-ection of the ‘Lord 
of the Whitsun-ale,’ and connected with dramatic plays 
(Whitsuii-) flays). Tlie first Monda}' after Whitsun week, 
was the feast of shoe] ^shearing and was spent amid similar 
amuseiiicnts. At the llarvest Honui all distinetions between 
master and servant, mistress and maid were laid aside, all 
mixed together in unrestraimal mernment, every one did 
as he pleased. Jn winter, again, St. Martin’s day (the time 
for euring meats and the feast of the vintage), but especially 
Christmas day, were celebrated with songs and dances, plays 
and inumnn'ngs, Ac.^ Every season, accordingly, had one 
or more such festival. Even the anniversary of the con- 
secration of churches, annual fairs, weddings, &c., were 
not allowed to pass wdthout dances, games and theatrical 
pcrforniaiices.t In the interval Ixdwemi holiday and 
festival, there wci'e again all kinds oi' additional popular 
aniusemeiits ; a very favourite one was that of bear-baiting 
(which Shakspeare mentions in his ‘ Merry Wives of 
Windsor ’), for which a largo circular building was 
expressly erected in the Paris Carden in London. Cock- 
fighting also, and dog-hgliting, which Shakspeare likewise 
alludes to in the same pi(a-(‘, were more general and 
popular aiijusejnents than at the juesent day. Racing, 
hunting, hawking, iishing and athletic games of eveiy 
description, J more espcuhally shooting with the long 
and cross-how, were fre(piently ])raetisod, and attracted 
great numbers of spectators. Moreover, gipsies, boxers, 
tumblers and dancers, minstrels and ballad singers 
wandered about th(3 country, exhibiting their arts. 
Above all, there were the bands of strolling players, 

foreigners, and wlio, after the vietory of the king’s party at Evershain 
in 1265, was obliged to coneoal liirnsclf, and Iiv( d tor some time as a 
highwayman in the forest of Barusdalo. Who ho was, or what became 
oi Itim, is not known. 

♦ Drake, i. 124-208. f Ibid., i. 210 ff. 

X Such as the Games at Cotswold.— Drake, i. 252 flf. 



191 


CHAP. I.] THE ENGLISH NATION UNDER ELIZABETH. 

welcome alike in towns, villages and at the residences 
of the great; they usually arrived uninvited, olFered 
th' ir services and were employed in various ways,* a 
custom of which Shakspeare has availed himself in his 
‘ Hamlet,’ and ‘ The Taming of the Shrew.’ Merry Old 
England was, in fact, still in its prime. 

It is evident from what has just been said, that the fantastic 
and poetical spirit of the Middle Ages, still influenced 
everything in the life of those times, and yet that it was 
the beginning of an entirely o})posito mental tendency. 
Sliakspeare, in fact, stood on the boundary of two great 
])oriods; on the one hand the poet was taking leave of the 
decaying, but — as a ruin — the more poetic greatness and 
splendour of the ISliddlo Ages ; of tlic bold structure of the 
subdivided state of feudalism whie.h demanded and en- 
couraged personal independence, power and energy ; of the 
still unbroken impei-iousness, majesty and glory of the once 
all-powerful Church ; of chivalry and monasticism, with its 
signiticant and imaginative character ; of the s(;lf-sufficiency 
of tlie laborious and peaceful, but yvt ])owerful and solid 
burgher class; of the wealth of a highly advanced and 
profound state of art which united lu'aven and earth. On 
llic other hand he was welcomed l>v the future, the dazzling 
majesty of an absolute nionai'chy which concentrated every- 
tbing in itself ; by a new Church, Avhich was established 
upon the power of the intelletd. and the testimony of con- 
si’itnce, and by the inspiration of a re-animated faith; by 
the more refined culture of an aristocracy Avhich had become 
gallant, luxurious, and courtly; by the growing import- 
iuute of the free aspirations of the burgher-class ; but 
above all by the power of science, the irresistible force of a 
new intellectual tendency, led on by the searching spirit 
of ])liilosophical cmpiiry. AVith one foot Shakspeare stood 
iu the domain of a past, in which overytliing — shut up 
yitliiii the numerous social circles, and rounded olF into 
iuilependcnt bodies — hadaccpiirod a definite and inviolable 
^^ha])e, in which mind and life oxhihited themselves al- 
together objectively, under fixed, though pregnant forms^ 
uu(l in which, consequently, the authority of generally re- 
^gnised forces, the power of tradition, and the right of the 
* Drake, i. 247, 556 f. 
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existant controlled and checked the minds of men. With the 
other foot ho touched the domain of a future, in which 
the awaking power of the people, more particularly of the 
Germanic nations which— alarmed at the narrow formalism, 
at the thoughtless outwardness, the intellectual 0})pre8si()n 
and the decline of morality, to which the one-sided and 
prevailing tendency had led, and rebelling against the 
slavish subjection into which they had fallen — began to 
question tlio right of the existing, and thus, by enquiring 
and testing, to place themselves above authority, and 
to vindicate the divine ])rivilege of free self-determina- 
tion and indopendont knowledge, the imperishable right of 
self-renovation in ^u-ogressivo culture and civilisation, the 
power of reflection and criticism ; * in other words, Shak- 
speare was close upon a future in which the subjectivity 
of the mind began to reign. 

The gradual decay of the former tendency, and the 
growing sui)]’emiicy of the latter, were the necessary 
results of the Kel’ormation, for it had given rise to bcTtli. 
However, witli the lieformation, that is, after the Church 
— the basis of medifeval existence — had decayed, the whole 
building which was raised upon it, inevitably collapsed 
also. The Middle Ages were coming to a close, and the 
modern era was l)eginning. Both, however, the former in 
its exit, the latter in its advent, were still almost equally 
vigorous in Shaks])eare’s days. Jn his poetry they aio 
both equally present, and in the following chapters it is 
my intention to show more in detail, that in his poetic 
view of life, the romantic Middle Ages with their wea'th 
of sentiment and imagination, their youthful and idealis- 
tic strivings, theij* natural and sensuous freshness and 
fulness of power, together with the free, variable, search- 
ing, investigating, and reflecting mind of modern times- 
which is clothed in all possible forms and colours of sub- 
jective and characteristic peculiarity — appear combined 
and blended into an organic unity. 

* How cutting the spirit of criticism was even in Rhakspeare’s day 
and how it attacked everything, Drake, i. 45G, has shown by severa. 
striking examples. 
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THE EARLY YEARS OF SIIAKSPEARE.* 

Enoland’s greatest poet was nut born in London, nor in any 
of the larger towns, but in the small conntiy town of Strat- 
ford-on-Avon, in Warwiclcshire. Ho did not belong to the 
higher and more educated ranbs, for his family was pro- 
bably one of that, in most eases, avoI 1-to-do class of artisans 
and farmers— whose name, sometimes spelt Shaxpor or 
hliakspero, sometimes Shakspearo or {Shakespearef— which, 

* The actual siihstanco of the following biography of the poet, 
except where special antlioritics nro referred to, is founded upon J. 0. 
UalliwdVs ‘Xafe of Willhun Sliakespourc, inchiding many Particalars.’ 
&c. Loudon, 1848 ; also his ‘Illustrations of the Life of Shakespeare.’ 
London, 1874. J. F, CoIlifFn ‘Life of AVilliam Shakespeare,’ in his 
edition of Shaks[)earo's \vork.s, T,oiidon, 1858, vol. i., aiul nj)on A. VyrCj 
‘Some Account of the Tafc of Shakesp<'are,’ in the second edition of his 
Shakspeare, vol. i., London, 1804. In llalliwell and Dyco the reader 
will find accurate and coinjthdo copies of all the ilecds and documents 
referring to the life of Hliakspeare. W. Fnllonia ‘ History of W. 
Sliakspearo, Player and Poet,’ etc., although already in its second edition, 
(London, 1804), is not. so much a biography as it is a lissne of conjectures 
iiml poetical embellislmient.s, such as probably a novelist would warp 
round the skeleton of liistorieal facts and traditions. 

t The poet’s Avill is not written in his own handwriting, but is signed 
by him in three ditf-'rent places in perfectly distinct ciiaracters. His 
signature is also afTixed to the cojdraet of purchase for the house 
within the precincts of Hlackfriars ; in both cases lie clearly and 
distinctly signs liimself ‘ jSbaksjH urc,’ as any one may see from the 
Memorials of Shahsimire, by W. Staunton (Loudon, Day, 1864), which 
contains a lithograph of the two documents. I do not consider it 
justifiable to difi'er from this authentic spelling of the poet’s name. 
'I'he reasons which have l)een adtluced against the poet’s own signature 
‘ 8hakspeare ’ instead of the now customary spelling ‘ Shakespeare,’ are 
ebiefiy founded U{X)n the title pages of tlie old quartos and fulu)s, 
"'Inch (with one exception) give tlm disputed c, and also upon the 
circumstance, that tlie literary eontemi)oraries of tin* poet, also invariably 
"rite the name Shakes^x^are. It has also been snppo.sod that the form 
‘Sh ikspeare ’ is merely a * Warwickshire provincialism.’ I must say Hiat 
this ‘ important ’ reason appears to mo very unimportant. For Shak- 
VOL I. 0 
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US early as the reign of Henry VL, were pretty widely spread 
( ) ver tlic woodlands of the county. According to the general 
supposition he was born on the 23rd of April 1564*. 
His father, whose Christian name was John, was probably 
t'le son of one Eichard Shakspeare, a wealthy farmer in 
Smittorfiold, near Stratford, and a tenant of Kobert Arden, 
whose daiigliter John 8haksi>eare married. In 1552, we 
find him settled in Stratford, and that in 1556 ho there 
carried on the business of a glover can now scarcely be 
doubted, since the rcc(‘nt discovery of some old documents. 
At the same time, however, lie applied himself to farming, 
and appears subsequently (before 1579) to have devoted 
himself entirel}^ to this pursuit. As a farmer ho may have 
bred sheep and cattle, and have occasionally killed some, and 
sold the flesh and wool, which is perhajis the origin of the 
tradition that Shakspeare’s father, as Aubrey says, was a 
l.)U teller, and according to Kowe a dealer in wool. It may 
be that ho gave up his business as glover, in consequence 
of his marriage with Mary Arden, in 1557, who brought 
liim as dowry tlie small estate of Ashbies (in Wilmecoto 
near Stratfoi-d), together with the estate of Smitterfield. 
Eor his father-in-law, Eobert Arden, was likewise a rich 
husbandman, but did not, as hitherto supposed, belong to 


speare was no doubt quite well aware that to shake was spelt with 
sin e, and this is evidently the reason why tlie writers and priiiteis 
of this time adopted the e. Shakapiuire therefore no doubt hud 
j^ood reasons for nevertheless writing Shakspeare — perhaps only iu 
order, by this provincialism, to indicate Ids Warwickshire origin. But 
even suyiposing that out of pure obstinacy and caprice ho banished tho 
e from his name— and who would deny him tlje right to do so — it 
certainly, in ray opinion, is coifitrary to the feeling of loyalty due to the 
great poet, who gave his name a world-wide renown, to presume to 
write it dilYorently from wliut he himself lias done. 

* According to the Church register of Stratford ho was baptised on 
the 26th of April ; that he was bom on tlie 23rd is only probable, as it 
was then customary to baptise cliildrmi on the third day after b:rth. It 
has been argued that this supposition contradicts the inscription on his 
tombstone in Stratford, according to which he died on the 23rd of 
April, 1616, in tlie 53rd year of his age. For if he had died in 1616 oji 
his birthday, he would have been fifty-two years old {Notes and Queries, 
vol. vii., p. 337). This objection merely strengthens the possibility 
that Shakspeare’s birthday was not the 23rd, but an earlier date. 
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the wealthy, distinguished family of Arden, who ranked 
among the gentry of the county, resided at Park Hall in 
the diocese of Curdworth, and, as early as the reign of 
Henry VII., played a conspicuous part in the county. 

From these notices we may safely infer that Shakspeare’s 
father, although not a rich nor an educated man — he could 
not even write — was, nevertheless, at the beginning of 
his career in good circumstances, more especially as it is 
quite certain that, in addition to his landed estates, 
he also acquired, as early as 1550, tlio heritable lease of 
a house, and subsequently, in 1570-1575, another piece of 
land in the town of Stratford — two freeliold houses in 
Henley Street, where ho himself lived after 1 552. Further, 
that he was a person of some consideration among his 
fellow citizens, is evident from the fact that he was suc- 
cessively appointed to the petty honorary offices of Ale- 
Taster, Burgess, Constable, Afferor, Cliainberlain and 
Alderman, which the town cculd confer upon him, until 
in 1568 he was made High Bailiff, and in 1571 chief 
Alderman. 

However, before the year 1578 his woiddly circumstances 
must have received a great shock, for in that year he was 
obliged partly to mortgage, ])artly to sell his landed 
property ; the two houses in Stratford, liowevor, remained 
in his possession. In 1579, the weekly contrilaition which 
every alderman liad to pay for the support of the poor of 
the town, was 8])ecially remitted in his favour; in 1587 he 
seems to have l)cen arrested for debt, and as late as 1592 — 
when he was accused by the eight commissioners sent to 
Waiwickshiro by the Queen to inform against Jesuits, 
priests and the so-(;alled recusants— his reason for not 
having attended dm reh once a month as prescribed, was 
that he kept away from fear of heing arrested for debt. 
About 1596, in which year he was granted the use of a 
coat of arms by the College of llcrahls, liis worldly circum- 
stances seem again to have improved; at least, in 1597 he 
instituted a law-suit against one John Lambert in order to 
regain possession of the mortgaged estate of Ashbies. A 
few years later, in IGOl, bo died, wliilo liis wife lived to 
^ce the time of her sou’s highest celebrity; she died ia 
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John Shakspeare’s largo family of eight children no 
doubt contributed to increase the difficulties of his posi- 
tion after 1578. That undoi* the circumstances, William, 
the eldest of the four sons, cannot have received a 
good, much less a learned education, is self-evident. Ho 
may have learned the little Latin of which Ben Jonson 
speaks, in the Free Grammar School of Stratford, but 
probably, soon after he had completed his twelfth year, all 
furthei- development of his mind by teaching and in- 
struction ceased. It is very possible that, as has been 
conjectured, ho was present, as a spectator, at the cele- 
brated festival whicli Lord Leicester gave in honour of 
tlie Queen’s visit to Kenilworth in 1575, for Kenilworth is 
only fourteen miles from Stratford. However, apart from 
tlie fact tliat the sup])osition is very feebly supported, such 
festivals can but little, if at all, have contributed to the 
development of his mind. On the other hand, it is very 
probable that, as tradition goes, ho was obliged at an early 
age to assist his father in his business, whether as a farmer, 
butcher, or as dealer in avooI ; it may also bo, as Aubrey 
informs us from the month of a certain Mr. Becston (a 
well-known name iji the theatrical world of Shakspeare’s 
day), that for a time he was a schoolmaster. 

Of , the history of Shakspeare’s youth nothing is known 
with any certainty except that, as an extant document 
proves, the Bishop of Worcester, on the 28th of November, 
1582, granted him a license to maiTy ‘ Anno Hathaway ’of 
Stratford, after the hanns liad hecn published but once. 
Anno was the daughter of Jticdiard Hathaway, a wealthy 
farmer of Selujtteiy, in tlio diocese of Stratford, and ac- 
cording to the inscrijdiun on tlie brass plate over her 
grave, xvas eiglit years older than Shakspearo. The 
marriage no donlit took place immediately after the issue 
of the license, and tlie riiipiest to have the banns pro- 
claimed ])nt once is explained by tlie fact that as early as 
May, 1588, the young husband of nineteen years was pre- 
sented with bis first child. It was a daughter, who at her 
baptism on the 2(51 h of May rcceiAmfl the name of Susanna, 
Evidently, therefore, the reason for his speedy mari'iag’C 
at such an early age with so much older a girl, was a 
youthful indiscretion, which, even while it throws a 
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far greater reproach upon the girl, also casts a shadow 
upon Shakspearo*s young days.* If we consider how un- 
fortunate was the outward position in which he was placed, 
how heavily this may have weighed upon his spirits, how 
ardently ho longed to unfold tlie pinions of his mind, and 
how much wealth of imagination, of mind and passion 
were his by nature, it cannot be wondered that, as it 
seems, in his youth ho indulged in irregularities and 
excesses, such as are unjustifiable in face of the laws of 
strict morality. Hence it is very possible that he did not 
stop with the indiscretion wliicli led to his early marriage 
and must necessarily have aggravated his position. This 
first indiscretion speaks in some degree rather in favour of 
the traditional supposition, which accuses him of a secontl 
misdemeanour, llowe and Oldys, wlio, at the end of the 
seventeenth century collected traditions about Shakspoare, 
current in Stratford, report, from mere traditional but 
from different and yet unainbiious sources, that some wild 
young men of his acquaintance li.ad frecpiently tempted 
him to the offence of deer-stealing. The stolen game 
belonged to a country gentleman, Sir Thomas Jjuoy of 
Chalcoto, near Stratford.f Shakspoare was caught, taken 
to account and, as lie thought, puiiislied too severely for a 
transgression which, in those days, was considered ‘ a 
venial frolic ; ’ he revenged himself by posting a pas([uinado 
on Sir Thomas’s park-gates. One stanza of this lampoon 
has been preserved by tradition, and has some claim upon 
being regarded as gonnino, as it is found in different, yet 

* From this motive of Shakspearc’s marriage, as also from his ^vill, 
in which he leaves his wife only liis ‘ second best bed,’ and fnna sonn^ 
passages in his dramas (for instance, in >In Ynu Like It, li. 4) in 
which, with a certain erapliasis, he warns men not to take a wife older 
than themselves, it has been concliid«'d Ibat yhakspearo’s marriage can- 
not have been a happy one. Tliese fads are evidently not snllieient to 
establish the conclusion, esi)eeially as Shakspearo’s landed property, as 
Cli, Knight has pointed out, was chictly freehold, and his wife was 
legally entitled to a not inconsiderable dower. However, the supposition 
is nevertheless not improbable, if it be remembered that Shakspearo 
subsequently lived for many years in London, separated from his wdfe. 

t Malone, it is true, has endeavoured to prove that Sir Thomas did 
not possess a doer park. But as his son and heir in 1G02 sent Lord 
plesmere the present of a buck, he seems to havektpt deer, even though 
ne had no park. Dyce, p. 36. 
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TinaDimous sources * This in all probability is the oldest 
extant specimen of Shakspeare’s poetry, and although it 
indulges rather much in invectives, and is, accordingly, not 
exactly distinguished by Attic refinement, still it is suf- 
ficiently sharp and witty, and betrays, in regard to form, 
so much case and volubility, that it does no discredit to 
the youthful Shakspeare. 

Tradition connects this story with Shakspeare’s removal 
from Stratford to London. Sir Thomas Lucy is said to 
have doubled his persecutions on account of the mis- 
chievous pasquiiiade, and thereby to have obliged Shak- 
speare to seek reliigc in the metropolis. Even this result 
of the first production of his Muse, is not unlikely under 
the given circumstances, and if this was the result, then 
tho first achievement of his poetical activity was a most 
fortunate one. For in Stratford his poetic genius, like 
Pegasus at tlio plough, would probably have been crippled, 
in London it developed ; we cannot conceive a Shakspeare 
without London and the London stage. On tho other 
hand, however, thoio is no need of extraordinary events 
and motives to explain Shakspeare s determination to go 
to London. For at ilio beginning of the year 1585 his 
wife had presented l)im with twins, h son and a daughter, 
who, at tlieir baptism, on tho 2nd of February, received 
the names of Hamnet and Judith (probably so called after 
the sponsors, the l)aker Hamnet Sadler and his wife). This 
addition to his family would naturally increase the diffi- 
culties of providing the means of living, with which he in 
all probability had to struggle. Accordingly, when wo 
consider the glaring incongruity between his outward and 
inner life, between the pressure of his external position, the 

* The following is the form in which it has come down to us : — 

“A piirliament membor, a justice of peace, 

At hom<* a poor scarecrowc, at London an asse ; 

If lowsie be Lucy, as some volkc rniscallc it, 

Then Lucy is lowsie whatewer befall it : 

Ho thinks himself greatc, 

Yet an asse in his state 
We allowe by his ears but with asses to mate. 

If Lucy is lowsie, as some volke miscalle it, 

Sing lowsie Lucy, whatewer befalle it ’* 
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upward striving of his mind, and his poetical vocation, aiul 
if we further recollect how often the town of Stratford, 
since 1569, had been visited by companies of players, who 
had there exhibited their arts, and how powerfully this must 
have aifected Shakspeare’s imagination, and his doubtless in- 
nate pleasure and fondness for the drama — then his journey 
to London will appear, as natural a proceeding as Schiller’s 
flight from Stuttgart to Mannheim. I call it his journey to 
London, for possibly, it was not originally his intention 
to settle in London permanently ; otherwise he would have 
taken his wife and children with him. It is very likely 
that he at first, merely wished to see whether he could find, 
ill the metropolis, a means of improving his embarrassed 
position, and that it was merely owing to circumstances 
that, year by year, ho was kept in London, although 
perhaps he always regarded Stratford as his actual home, 
and continually cherished the hope of returning thither as 
soon as possible. This supposition is supported, at aU 
events, by the fact that he did not bring his family to 
London, and merely visited them in Stratford once or 
several times a year, and that, at an early date, he em- 
ployed the money, which gradually began to come in 
plentifully, in purchasing landed property in his native 
town. 

It is impossible to fix with certainty the precise year of 
Shakspeare’s arrival in London, the year which forms 
the commencement of a new era in dramatic art. Tiie 
general supposition which favours the year lo8(), is sup- 
ported only by the probability that Shakspeare very likely 
still lived in Stratford when his twin-children were born, 
and that, on the other hand, one of his earliest jdays, ‘ Titus 
Andronicus ’—according to the testimony of Ben tlonson 
—was performed as early as 1587-88, and received with 
decided approbation. 

According to a document which J, P. Collier claims to 
have discovered among the papers of Lord Ellesmere’s 
family archives at Bridgtiwater (a petition of the Lord 
Chamberlain’s company of players to the Queen’s Privy 
Council), Shakspeare, as early as 1589, beciime a ‘ sharer’ or 
shareholder of the company, that is, by investing capital 
W acquired a proportionate share in the movable and iiu« 
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movable property, as well as a share in the income of the 
company. This document, however, has for good reasons 
been declared a forgery.* This much only may be assorted 
with sufficient certainty, that Shakspoare soon after his 
arrival in London placed himself in connection with one of 
the companies of players, probably with the already 
mentioned liord Chamberlain’s company, of which he 
was a member down to th(5 end of his career in London ; 
at first perhaps working Avith and for it in some sub- 
ordinate position, subsequently as pla} cr and theatrical 
; poet.j 

The first certain ovidcnco of Shakspeare’s connection 
with the Lord Cliainberlain’s com])aiiy has, however, only 
recently been discovered ])y HalliAvell, in a ‘Memor- 
andum in tlie Accounts of the Treasurer of the Chamber,’ 
according to Avliich AVill Kempc, W. Shakespeare and 
Jtichard Burbage, u]'>on direction from the Council de dalo 
March 15tli, 1594, received “xx li.,” for two comedies or 
interludes whicli were performed before the Queen. As 
Shakspearc is liorc named second, as the representative 
of the Lord (9iam])erlain’s company, it may bo presumed 
that, even at that time, he must have been one of its 
leading members. A ‘sliarcr’ liowever ho never seems 
to have been; for in a second document an ‘affidavit,’ 
also recently discoA^ered by llalliAvelb the sons of James 
Burbage tell us that after relimiuishing their theatrical 
speculations in Shorediteli, (bey built the ‘Globe Avith 
summes of money taken nj» at interest, which lay heavy on 
us many yeares, and tooiirseh^es avoo joyned those deserve- 
ing men S]iaks})ere, Ib.'ii.ings, Condall, Phillips and others, 
partners in the ])rofittes of that tliey call the House.’ As to 
Blackfriars tluiy say : ‘ Our father ])urchased it at extreame 
rates and made it into a playhouse Avith great charge and 
treble, Avhicb after Avas leased out to one Evans that first 

* C. M. In^^loby: A C<m\]ihip Vipw of the, Shaxspere Controversy, 
concernwfj the Avthrnticitif, Ac. Loiuloii, KSOl, pp. 248 f. 241) f. 

t Tlio story wliioli iv|)i)rts that, Sli!iks])0juo at first used to hoI<l tlio 
horses of the yoiiiii^ eavjilit rs at tin; [iLiyhoiises, is a tradition which 
did not appear till ami is one which Ilowe is iridi-ed s-idd 

to have known, but wliioli lio dfx-H not nioiilion in Ids life of Slink* 
st>eare, and which is thuicfore no doubt iluvoid of all Ibundatioii anil 
probability. 
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sett Tip the hoys commonly called the Qneene’s Majesties 
Children of the Chapel. — In processe of time, the hoyes 
growing up to heo men, it was considered that house would 
be as fitt for ourselves and soe purchased the lease remain- 
ing from Evans with our money and placed men i)layer8, 
which were Ilemings, Condall, Shakspero and llichard 
Burbago.’^ 

Accordingly there can bo no doubt that Shakspoare was 
an actor, perhaps as early as wlieii he was engaged in 
writing poetry. In the latter capacity, he must pretty 
quickly have acquired celebrity and attracted attention, 
as is evident from a number of unquestionable testimonies.^ 
In the first place and above all others from tlie frequently- 
quoted passage in K. Greene’s ])anq)blet, ‘A Groatsworth 
of Wit bought with a Million of Ivcpentance.’ Greeno 
here warns Ids associates, Marlowe, Loilge, &c., to with- 
draw from the ])rofession wldcli liad proved his ruin, 
and not to trust too much to the a])plause of the public, 
‘for there is an U])start crow beaut died with our feathers, 
that with his tiger’s lieart, wrapt in a player’s hydo, 
supposes that he is as well able to bombast out a blank 
verso as the best of you : and being an absolute Johannes 
factotum^ is in his own conceit tli(‘. only Sliake-seoiio in the 
country.* By the simile of ‘ tiger’s heart,’ 'vv'hich is 
a parody on a lino in the third part of Henry VI. (i., 4), 
and by the expression ‘Shako-scene,’ Sl)aks])earc’s name 
is as good as meiilionod. Greene’s pamphlet appeared 

* The passage in S[)enser’s Teurn of tho Mmcn (of loOO or 1.591), 
which Collier and others have hitherto referred to Shakspoare, can no 
longer bo appealed to binco Tott (in liia edition of Si)enber\s works) has 
proved that the pneni was iiiovst proljably composed as early as 1580. 
Moreover, it is only in a most eoiistruiiual manner that tlie words can 
be made to apply to Shnkspeare. ( tn the other hand, it is very probable 
that Spenser in his Colin Clout^H emne home (Kjain, a i)oom written in 
1594, had Slmkspeun; in his mind when he says : — 

And there, th<iugh last not least, is dvtioii : 

A gentler shepheard may nowliere he found, 

Whose ^luso, full of high thoughts’ invention, 

Doth, like himsclfe, hex’oically sound. 

Shakspeare’s name is the only one of contemporary poets wlu>h 
had an ‘ heroic ’ sound. 
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in print in 1592, and was probably the last lie wrote, 
for the unhappy poet died on the third of September of 
the same year; it must therefore have been written in 
the first half of tlie year 1502. Accordingly, Shakspeare 
at this time must have been one of the most popular, nay 
perhaps the most popular (the only Shake-scene) of all 
the dramatic poets in London ; for Greene addresses his 
warnings to poets, not to actors. Shakspeare must, more- 
over, have already ])roved himself great in all of the different 
species of drama popular in those daj^s, and therefore the 
stage must not only have possessed comedies of his 
composition, but also succcssLil tragedies and so-called 
histories, otherwise Greene could not have called him 
an absolute ‘ Johannes Factotum.’ But no doubt the 
young, untutored poet did not at once succeed in attaining 
this height ol‘ ]iopularity ; and we may, therefore, with 
safety assume tliat, about the middle of the year 1592, 
at least five or six of his earlier dramas had already 
been performed. 

Greene’s evidence is corroborated by Henry Chettle ; 
the latter, originally a printer, liad encouraged the publica- 
tion of Greene’s pamphlet, and as it had given great 
offence to one or two of the play-makers at whom it was 
aimed— n,o doubt SIiaks])earo and Marlowe — the author 
was attacked by them and defended himself in a paper 
which he prefixed to one of his pamphlets entitled ‘ Kind 
Ilarte’s Dreame, &o.’ lie here treats his one opponent, 
Marlowe, in rather an indifferent, nay contemptuous manner, 
but as regards Sliakspeare, he says, ‘the other, whom 
at that time I did not so much spare as since I wish 
I had — (by omitting and correcting some of Greene’s 
words) — because myself have seen his demeanour no less 
civil than ho was excellent in the cptality he professes : 
besides, divers men of worship have reported his upright- 
ness of dealing, which argues liis honesty, and his facetious 
grace in writing, that approves his art.’ The pamphlet 
must have been written towards the end of 1692, as it 
begins with the words : “ About three months ago, Mr. 
H. Greene died,” &c. It therefore confirms what Greeiio 
reluctantly had to acknowledge, that Shakspeare, in 1592, 
was distinguished in his profession; but it also testities 
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to the general esteem in which ho stood on account of 
his honest and honourable character, and as the pamphlet 
expressly praises the ‘ facetious grace ’ of his composition, 
it intimates that it must more especially have been 
Shakspeare’s comedies, which made him the favourite of 
the public. 
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CTTAPTER III. 

SHAKSPEARE AS AN ACTOR. SOME REMARKS ON IIIS SONNETS. 

When Cliottlo ciills Shalcspcaro ‘ excellent in the qualitie 
he i^rofosses,’ those words, t(j judge from the context, refer 
in the first place and pre-eminently to Shakspcare the 
‘ play-maker.’ And yet they do not exclude Shakspearo 
the player, as the art of an actor was no doubt also his 
‘ profession.’ The Lord Chanil)erlain’s company, to which 
he belonged, played during summer in the Globe theatre, 
and dui’ing winter in the small, so-called private theatre 
of Blackfriars, which has already been mentioned on 
pp. 100-110. This company Avas evidently considered the 
j)rincipal and most famous one in London, as may even 
bo inferred from King , lames, soon after his accession, 
taking tlicm into his service, and the company accordingly 
receiving the title of ‘ 'J’he King’s servants.’ (Perhaps the 
next famous company Avas that o.f the Lord Admiral, which 
was aftoTAAMrds in the seiwice of the Prince of Wales, 
and then that of the Earl of Worcester, the members of 
which were appointed court players to (^ueen Anne.) 
The most distinguislu‘d artist of the company was un- 
questionably Shakspeare’s fricuid Itichard Burbage, Avho, 
according to an i?xtant elegy on his death, played the 
grandest and most famous characters in Shakspearo’s dramas 
— Romeo, Hamlet, Jjear, JMacbeth, Othello, Prince Henry, 
Henry V., Piehard JII., P>rutus, Coriolanus, Shylock, 
Pericles — and was eulogised by contemporary poets as 
‘ England’s great Roscius.’ ^’hat Shakspcare could not 
compete with him as an actor, I infer from the simple fact 
that ho entrusted Burbage with the most important and 
most diflicult parts in his OAvn dramas; what parts he re- 
served for liimself, our theatrical reports do not say. In 
the announcements of the pieces to bo performed, the actors 
are indeed mentioned, but the parts they undertook are 
not specified, thus Ave only accidentally know (and this 
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not even with certainty), that Shakspeare had played the 
part of the Ghost in ‘ Hamlet,’ and that of Adam in ‘ As 
you like it;’ he is said to have especially distinguished 
himself as the Ghost in ‘ Hamlet.’ It must, however, not 
ho concluded, from Shakspcaro’s having played these two 
subordinate parts, that he was in general but an indifferent 
actor. A poetaster of the day (J. Davies, who flourished 
about 1603) is rather inclined to praise liis talent as an 
actor, and mentions him several times along with Burbage, 
and observes with emphasis that if he had not played 
the parts of some kings (i. e., had he not been an actor) he 
would have been a wortliy associate for a king. Aubrey 
also reports from tradition that he jdayod uncommonly 
well. According to Bowe and Wright,^ on the other 
hand, the traditional opinion was generally more to the 
eflcct that ho was a better poet than actor. f And if we 
bear in mind how little Sophocles accomplished as an 
actor, and how badly ISchillor recited his own poems, the 
tradition seems to gain in probability, i. e.y that Shakspeare 
probably was not an actor of the first rank, even though 
lie may have distinguish(‘d himself in subordinate parts. 

Apart from the psychological interest excited by the 
question of Shakspeare’s talent as an actor, it is in so far 
of some importance here, as it turns upon the question 
as to whether Shaks])eare owed his increasing fame and 
prosperity more to his ])rofcssion as an actor or to his 
activity as a poet. Ko doubt to the latter ; for wherever 
his name is mentioned, it is almost exclusively Shakspeare, 
the poet, who is extolled. The appearance of his two 
poetical narratives, ‘ Venus and Adonis,’ in 1503, and ‘ The 
Rape of Lucrece,’ in 1594, were the means of spreading his 
reputation even in those circles where theatrical pieces 
were not regarded as works worthy the name of a poet.f 
Both poems, which met with extraordinary success (of 
‘Venus and Adonis ’ five editions appeared before 1602), 

* Historia Ilutrlonica, 1G99. 

t The letter of Lord Soiitliainptou, said to have been discovered hy 
Collier, and in which Shakspeare is called ‘ an actor of j;ood account 
ill tlie company,’ is likewise a forgery. Inglohy, l.o.y p. 256 f. 

t In what sense Shaksi)eare, in the dediention, calls Venus and 
Adonis the ‘first heir of his invention’ cannot bo nseertained with 
any certainty. At all events, he cannot have meant it ko signify hi« 
first poetic production, for it is completely beyond a doubt that, before 
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were dedicated to Lord Southaniptoii, who, it is true, is 
far better known from his relation to Shakspeare than 
from any other reason. It has therefore been concluded 
that Shakspeare, as early as 1593 and 1594, gained an in- 
fluential friend in this nobleman, who, in James’ reign, 
was appointed to high state offices. Whether and how 
far he was his ‘friend,’ is however again by no means 
certain. In the dedication to ‘ Venus and Adonis,’ and 
more eloquently in that to ‘ The Rape of Lucrece,’ Shak- 
speare indeed speaks of his ‘ love without end,’ and his 
esteem for Southam])ton, but in reference to the latter 
he merely says : ‘ The warrant I have of your honourable 
disposition, not the worth of my untutored lines, makes 
it assured of acceptance.’ Rowe, indeed, informs us 
that Southamj:>ton, at ono time, gave him a thousand 
pounds to enable him ‘to go through with a purchase 
whicli ho heard he had a mind to,’ and observes that he 
would not have mentioned the extraordinary munificence 
of this patron, liad he not been assured that the story 
originated with Sir W. Davenant, who was probably ac- 
quainted with Shaksj)eare’s affairs. However, even though 
the story deserves full credit — and wo have no definite 
reason for doubting it — still it nevortholess does not follow 
that an intimate friendship existed between Lord South- 
ampton and the poet. Hemmingo and Condell, the editors 
of the first folio and quarto editions of Shakspeare’s works, 
praise the Earl of rembroko and his brother the Earl of 
Montgomery for having .always received not only Shak- 
speare’s poems, but the ‘living poet’ hi^nself with great 
favour ; and that this was their special reason for venturing 
to dedicate to them the collection of his works. 

And yet it is still pretty generally supposed that the 
young nobleman, the ‘ sweet boy,’ to whom the majority 

1593, he had already composed a number of dramas for the stage. It 
is possible that Venus and Adonis was written before he left Stratford, 
and that it was merely remodelled for the press ; but it is not probable 
that Shakspeare would have expressly mentioned the circumstance in 
the dedication. The expression may be explained from the above- 
mentioned prejudice against theatrical pieces, which were not considered 
works of poetical invention, and which it was likewise not customary to 
have printed, at least not hy the poets themselves, inasmuch as they 
were the property of the theatres in which tliey were played. 
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of Shakspeare’s 154 Sonnets are addressed, and wliom the 
poet treats in the most confidential manner as his true, 
intimate, and ‘best beloved friend,* was Lord South- 
ampton.* The supposition, however, is very weakly sup- 
ported, for, in the first place, the old dispute is by no means 
decided as to whether the Sonnets are to be referred to 
Shakspeare’s own life and personal relations, or whether 
they have not rather to be regarded as free ebullitions of 
lyric emotion upon poetically invented situations and 
characters. But even if anyone feels convinced (and 
I am one of these) t that most of the Sonnets, and 
probably all, are poems written upon certain occasions — 
in the higher sense — and refer to definite persons of the 
poet’s acquaintance, and to definite circumstances and 
events from his life — of course always in a poetical form 
and conception, so to speak, poetically idealised — still 

* The Sonnets, it is true, did appear together witli a larger poem, 
A Lover^s Gomplaint, and were not printed till 1009, but no doubt 
partly extend back to about the middle of the ninth decade, for two 
of them are already imd witli in Jaggard’s edition of The Pamonate 
JHlgrim in 1509 (a collection of lyric poems, among which are some of 
Shakspeare^s) ; Meres also, in his Valladis Tamia^ 1 Tit’s Treasury, of 
the year 1598, mentions some of Shakspeare’s ‘ sugred ’ sonnets to his 
private friends. 

t On this point I differ from the opinion of my worthy friend Delius : 
Jalirhuch der deuhrheu ISJtakspeare'GeseUsefiaft, 1865, p. 18 ff. He 
with his usual acuteness and comprehensive learning, defends the 
opinion of Dyce and other English critics, that the Sonnets are mere 
free, poetical effusions, and tlic jmtsotis and silutitions purely fictitious. 
However, he c/ndd only show, and has only shown that tiioy can be 
regarded as such ; it does not follow that they must be considered such 
effusions ; it also does not follow that they are not founded upon 
personal relations. It likewise <loes not at all follow that the attempts 
made to point out to Nvhich persons and to what personal relations 
they refer have hitherto entirely failed, or have at least been very unsatis- 
factory ; for we know so extremely little of the circumstances of Shak- 
fipcare’a life, that this cannot surprising. In a})ito of this failure, I 
believe that every unprejudiced iM'.rsoii, rea<ling tlu; Sonnets, must be 
impressed with the fact that the poet’s own heart is there speaking from 
personal experience, and that, on the whole, they are written in that 
peculiar state of mind which gradually comes over a poet wlien, as it 
'"'Cre, ho allows different kinds of emotions, ovunts, situations, &c., to 
pass by his soul in the mirror of remembrance and reliection ; in tliis 
process they naturally take the form of poetical effusions, which as 
naturally address themselves to those persons by whom they have 
been called forth. Further remarks in regard to the Sonnets will be 
I found iu Book ii. chap. vL 
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these references apply too little to Lord Southampton’s life 
and person. Thus, in my opinion J. Boaden is perfectly 
justified in maintaining the hypothesis to be impossible.* 
As little appropriate to Southampton is the dedication 
which the publisher T. T. (Thomas Thorpe) has prefixed 
to his edition of the sonnets, which is couched in the 
following words : ‘ To the only begetter of these ensuing 
sonnets, Mr. W. H., all liappiiiess, and that eternity 
promised by our ever-living poet, wisheth the well-wishing 
adventu]*er in setting forth.’f As Southampton’s family 
name was Henry Wrothesley, the W. H. may have applied 
to him. But these two letters coincide perfectly witli the 
name of another noble ])atroii of Shakspeare’s, the already 
mentioned Bari of l‘enibroke, William Herbert; and J, 
Boaden has ])roved, moreover, that the life, age and 
character of the siibscfpient Earl of Pembroke are in 
accordance witli the hints and indications suggested by 
the Sonnets. However, A. Dyce justly replies that it is 
in the highest d(‘gree im])robablo, that a publisher of that 
time would have ventured publicly to address the Earl 
of Pombi’oke as Mr. W. H. Tin’s objection, of course, 
applies with equal force to the opinion which supposes the 
W. H. to refer to fc50Utham))ton. We must, therefore, 
again admit tliat wo do not know, nor can we even 
guess, to whom the mysierious dedication was addressed. 
On the othej’ hand, liowever, according to the natural 
sense of tlie Avords, it proves this much, tliat the Sonnets 
are not only addresscMl U) one definite })erson, but that they 
arose from the poet’s personal circumstances and relations 
to this person — th(i only begetter — and with this we may 
at any rate rest satisfied. 


In a review of tlio first volume of this work,J I have 
been reproached for liaving omitted to take into considera- 
tion 6r. Masiseijs ‘ingenious and suggestive work,’ and 

* Let the u nder examino wliat Boaden, On the Sonnets of Shahspeare, 
&c., (London, T. llodd. 18:^7, p. 21 If,) says on this point, and every ini; 
prejiidieed re.'ider will, 1 liope, sij^rc e with me. See also Book. ii. chap. vi. 

t The extremely forced ‘ interpretation ’ of these words made by rkd* 
Cl.asles, Dyce justly calls a groundless fancy. I may thenfore spare 
myself the trouble of drawing the reader’s attention to it. 

X Alhjemeine Zeitung^ 18G8, No. 146, 
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S. NeiVs ‘ very plausible hypothesis ’ concerning the 
kS)nnets; I must therefore add a few remarks upon both, 
although in my oi^inion they are scarcely worth men- 
tioning. For the ‘very plausible hypothesis’ of IS. 
Keil, according to whom the Mr. W. H. is supposed to 
have been JShakspeare’s brother-in-law, I consider to be 
siKjh a capricious idea, that I look upon it as one of the 
many ‘ groundless fancies ’ which, like a darkening cloud, 
have settled upon Shakspeare’s life and poems ; Neil brought 
forward his hypothesis at tirst rather timidly in his ‘ Shake- 
speare, a Critical Biography ’ (London, 1863, p. 104 ff.), 
but afterwards tried to defend it, in a couple of articles 
contributed to the ‘ British Controversialist ’ (1864) and 
to ‘Notes and Queries’ (1865). The dedication of the 
imblisher Th. Thorpe (the editor of the first edition of 
the Sonnets of 1609), which has become so famous, and 
upon the sense and interpietation of which the whole 
question of the Sonnets depends, is word for word 
written thus : — “ To the onlie begetter of These ensuing 
Sonnets Mr. W. H. all Happinesse, And that etemitie Pro- 
mised By Our ever-living Poet Wisheth the Well-wishing 
Adventurer in Setting forth T. T.” Neil begins by showing 
that no Shakspearian scholar — who has understood the 
word begetter to signify the i-eceiver of the Sonnets, that is, 
the person addressed, who had inspired the poet to write 
them, and in so far was the ‘ begetter has yet been able 
to explain who this ‘ begetter,’ designated by the initials 
\V. II,, can have been. lie therefore, agreeing with 
Chalmers and Boswell, takes the word begetter in the sense 
of a person ‘ who gets or preserves anything,’ and thus 
understands it to refer to that ])erson, who procured for 
the publisher the manuscript of the Sonnets by having, 
with the poet’s knowledge and sanction, collected them 
from the different persons to whom Shakspearo had dedi- 
cated them ; hence that the word referred to tb ‘ collector ’ 
of the copies upon which the printed editi( Fwas based. 
Ihis collector, Neil thinks, probably was Will. Hathaway, 
one of the bi otlmrs of IShakspeare’s wife, — of whom wo 
know nothing except that ho was bom on the 30th of 
November, 1578, and lived in 1647 in Weston-upon-Avon, 
lu the county of Gloucester ‘ as a yeoman,’ 
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However Noil ouglit surely to liavo first proved tliat 
‘to beget,’ can bo employed in the sense of to colbet, 
and begetter in the sense of collector. This is by no 
means proved by the fact that beget (according to 
bkinnci') is derived from tlie Anglo-Saxon begettan- 
ohtinere; for (Muere and collUjera are two^ very difteront 
ideas {obtinere cannot even be employed in the general 
sense of to proenre, but lias simply the kindred meanings 
of to liold, retain, maintain, to effect something). Hut, 
moR'oviir, the (piestion hei'c is not about the Anglo-Saxon 
word beg('ttan, but about the English word beget, and 
this word, ac(;ording to S. Johnson’s Dictionary, invariably 
signifies t(j generate, ])roereatt‘, p]X)duce (lienee begetter, 
‘he that jiroeri'ates ’), and it is in this sense that Shak- 
siK^are employs it.^ Hut CA'cn granted that begetter could 
signify as niueli as procurer, collector, or that the publisher 
Thoipc understood the Avord in this sense, liow is it to 
be explaiiK'd, hoAV is it concei\aible, that ‘ our ever-living 
])oet,’ (Shaks])eare) should ]»romise this mere collector 
of the Sonnets eteniltie ^ What was his reason for so 
d(jing, Avhiit sjieeially induced liiiii to promise eternitv 
to tie iitteiiy unknown and insignificant yeoman Will 
IlatluiAvay '-Avho must not he eonfonnded Avith his brother 
liieliard Hatha v.ay, Avho Iiad at least a])peared as a 
dramatic poet, even though of a very inferior rank? 

In this dillicult (|uestiou, which threatens to annihilato 
th(‘ Avhulo Culleetor-hy])othesis, N. Delius comes to Mr. 
Neil’s rescue. He also ( in his edition of Sliakspeare’s Avorks 
\\)\. YIL, Introdiic. ; JaJirhuch ILL, DJ If.) takes begetter 

* Vliil. Clia.sl(‘s (AIhrnnum, 18(17, May, p. (302) adduces tliirty-ono 
I)ii.ssiigcH from Slinkspoarc, in wliicli tlu; wonl hc(nt is invurhibly 
cmploNcd 111 this i-ciiso; they may pos.'ihly lie all the j)aR.sai,M!s iii 
which the wui’d occurs. (3. .U:is.sey (p. 121) iudeeil eite.s three pa.‘ia:t,i?i 
— ono trnm }\'iii,<j AlfmVa ]*nfV('rh>fy one from Chaucer, and iiuolter 
from Dekker’s S(iii.nnua.^by, in wliich to Vf/ei has tlie meaiiinf? ot' ty 
ohtaiii ; but the tlnve passages imverlheluss do not sujiport Nciln 
hypotljcsis, '' ,^^ h Massey lias adopttsl. Fovhem't witli them is imked 
meant to signiiy ms mueh as obtain, but not in the sense of procuring 
g'.metliiug for (OKithar, or of receiving somo-thiiig for cmotlno', but in tlio 
.veiiMi of receiving, aecpiiriiig for oncudf. It is only the passage 
Dekker that in some degree approaelies the sense of to proimie, 
still only means to say ‘ tliey will rcncive the reversion for you at all 
events, it is the o«/// one which could be adduced in favour of Neil* 
auvi Mufcsey's iii-erpretutioii othegdUir. 
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in the sense of the procurer of the manuscript, —without, 
however, by even one word, establishing his right to do 
go — and, in order to evade the fatal question, intor])ietes 
the dedication as if Thorpe had meant to say that he wished 
him (the begetter) all hap])iucs8 and that eternity ‘ whicli 
the poet in his {Sonnets promised to the subject of them.’ 
How T. Thor])e should have come to wisli the collector 
of the Sonnets, as such, eternity — an evidently very 
odd wish — we are not told. But apart from this, 
Kroyssig has already very justly readied that tliose words 
which Delius has inserted after ‘eternitie’ — ‘which th(i 
poet in his ]')oems promised to the snbje(!t of tliem ’ — are 
an arbitrary interpolation, for in the b.'xt it is simply 
said: ‘that eternitio ])romised by our ever-living poet.’ 
])elius meets the (dejection by the counter-remark, that 
even the interjjrehition of hf'f/ctirr as i)rodneer, tluit is, 
the person who gave rise to the Sonnets, cannot be main- 
tained without an arbitrary interpolation, that imn’eover 
T. Thorpe — if tlui word i-voniiKrd is to be ivihrvQil to beget fer 
— would hav(i had to say, not promlsr, hnt j/romiml hivi, and, 
that it would sundy have been very sti'ange, if Thorpe had 
again wished tliat person eternity to wlioni it had long 
since been expressly promisi'd by the po('t himself. 1, 
on my part, see nolliing stsango in the I'aet of anyone 
wishing, that another may really receive what has been 
promised to liini. But in my opinion it wonhl certainly 
be more strange if 'rJK)r])e had wished the heyetter of 
the mannscri])t that eternity wliicli Shakspearo in liis 
Sonnets had promised to another. 1 also do not see, what 
the ‘arbitrary interpolation’ is sui)posed to be, without 
which the iiitorpolatii)ii of heyvtUr as ]>ioducer, occasioiicr, 
camiot be maintained. If or that according to the 

usage of the language, can bo understood in this sense, 
is in my o])iiiion a matter of certainty. And, in like 
iiiaiiner, I consider it as })evfectlv admissible, according 
to the usage of the English language, to tliop the him after 
the word ])romisod, Avlum the ])artieiple follows as clostdy 
alter the subject — to which it refers - as in this dedication; 
at all events, wo cannot e.xpect to find correct modern 
Euglish from the publisher Thorpe. 

Delius, however, also remarks, that the friend, Avha 

1 2 
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is supposed to liave inspired Shakspeare to write the 
Sonnets— as he is called their onlie begetter — ‘ must have 
been a very Troteiis,’ if all that is said of him in the 
Sonnets, was meant to apply to him. However, this 
objcctifjn may als(j l)e brought against his own interpreta- 
tion ; fur wliat is the onlie to signify, if begetter is taken 
in the sense of a coHedm'i What is supposed to have 
inchiced T. Thorpe to have so expressly called his Mr. 
AV. H. the onlie collector of the manuscripts? Moreover 
Delius c(jntradicts himself, wlien, as we have seen, he 
nevertheless understands the words promised eternitie to 
refer— not to ilie begetter, but to the ‘ subject ’ of the Sonnets. 
For by tliis very assertion he implicitly admits that this 
‘ subject ’ was but one pej*son. Finally if the last twenty- 
six Sonnets bo exco]i(ed, I think that everything that 
IShakspeare says of the friend— to whom the Sonnets are 
addressed — a])plies very well to one and the same person ; 
Delius, at least, has not i)roved the contrary. And even 
the last twenty- six Sonnets, which treat of the much 
discussed love (dlair, may, even though not originally 
addressed to the same friend, have very possibly been 
handed to him, (by Shakspeare or by the dark lady) and 
been regardc^d as occasioned by him, lor the friend was 
evidently mixed up in the love affair. Accordingly, it 
is still very douldful whether, in fact, there can be any 
(piestion of a begetter or collector of the Sonnets in Thorpe’s 
Dedication, and therefore, in my opinion, it is beyond 
a doul)t that this diil/itable collector was not the yeoman 
Will Hathaway. 

Gercdd Massey's work boars the pretentious title of 
‘ Shakspeure’s Soniuds neviu* before Interpreted, his Privati 
Friends identilujd, together with a liecovered Likeness o 
Himself’ (London 18fit>), and contains no less than 
pages. The author, in tedious diffuseness, weaves and 
spins out the contents (jf the ‘ never before interpreted, 
Sonnets, a romance, in which the Earl of Southampton, Misf 
A'ornon as his betrothed, his bride, and his wife, Lady Kick, 
and William Herbert, Earl of Pembroke, are the chief 
figures; this romance ho tries to place in hypothetical 
connection with the meagre historical reports of the life 
and characters of the above-named gentlemen and ladies. 
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Shakspeare here plays the part either of the devoted, 
sometimes admonishing friend and confidant, or of iho 
ready fainily-poet, who, upon occasion, writes a Sonnet 
in the name of the one or the other of his patrons. Massey, 
accordingly, distinguishes what he calls ‘ personal,’ and 
* dramatic Sonnets ;* the personal Sonnets Shakspeare is 
supposed to have written in his own name and invariahly 
addressed to the Earl of Southamj^ton in order to prove his 
love, gratitude, esteem, <fec., for the latter ; the ‘ dramatic ’ 
Sonnets, on the other hand, he is supposed to have com- 
posed for or addressed to Southampton, Elizabeth Vernon, 
and the Earl of Pembroke. IMassey narrates his romance 
somewhat in the following manner : Shakspeare made the 
acquaintance of j'oung Southampton, which soon grew into 
personal friendship, as early as about the year 1591. As 
the generous and amiable young lord w.as rather inclined 
to squander ‘the treasure’ of his ‘lusty days,’ Shakspeare 
addressed a number of personal Sonnets to him, in which 
he advises him to marry, also jmiises his beauty, promises 
him immortality, and throws side glances upon a ‘rival 
poet’ — presumably Marlowe — (the first twenty-five Son- 
nets and a number of others). When, however, South- 
ampton became acquainted Avith the lovely Miss Vernon 
and fell in love with her, the subjec^t as well as the 
manner of treating the Sonnets became changed : Shak- 
speare began to write ‘ dramatically ’ about his friend’s 
passion ; but it was especially at a later period—Avhen 
Elizabeth Vernon became jealous of Lady Itich, her friend 
and cousin, who, therefore, must probably have received 
some attentions from Southampton — that Shakspeare 
Avrote the Sonnets 144, 33-35, 41, 42, in which the 
jealous lady sometimes pours forth her heart in a soliloquy, 
sometimes in lamentations to her beloved ; and Sonnets 
133, 134, and 40, which she (that is, Shakspeare in her 
name) addressed to Lady Kich. 

How a lady in Miss Vernon’s position could have come 
to make a confidant of a man like Shakspeare about her 
jealousy — which every woman usually endeavours care* 
tully to conceal — and whether Shakspeare wrote the Sonnets 
purely in response to the feelings of her own heart or at 
Jior wish and request, and also whether the three Sonnets 
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wore actually liandotl over to Lady Lioli, we are, of course, 
not told, although a satisfactory answer to these, in my 
opinion, insolvahle enigmatical questions, would first give 
the whole hypothesis a somewhat reliable basis, provided, 
that the subject of the Sonnets in question, corresponded 
with the hypothesis (which, however, as I think, is not 
the case). 

These lamentations, Southampton (that is, Shakspearo, 
S])oaking out of the latter s heart or at his request) 
answers by two Sonnets, 50 and 75, in which he tries to 
pacify his beloved and to renew the affectionate relation 
which hjid become somewhat cool. She, however, repays 
him in his own coin, by beginning a flirtation with some 
other cavalier (unfortunately even Massey’s ingenuity has 
been unable to guess who this favoured one was!) in 
I'egard to which ShalvS])ear(vSoutham])ton, or Southampton- 
Shakspeare, pours forfli his lamentations in six Sonnets 
(40, 88, 01-03, 05). Tlien come some ‘ personal ’ Sonnets in 
which Shakspearo exjuvsses his great sorrow about the 
‘somewhat loose life,’ of ilu*. headstrong youth. There- 
upon follow three Sonnets (87, 80, 00), in which the 
lord bids farewell to his beloved, because he thinks she 
has rejected him on account of his unworthiness. How- 
ever, during his absence on a journey, the quarrel, in 
some way, comes to an end, and the next throe Sonnets 
(07-00), which Shaksp('aro-Southam])ton addresses to his 
Ixdoved, are again (oau’llowing with love and admiration. 
In the following Sonnets (100-10,3, 7G, 108, 105), Shak- 
speare excuses himself for his long silence (occasioned by 
Lord S.’s absence), and at the same time sings in praise 
of Southampton’s constancy through which ho has at 
last won the alfections of Ids lady-love. These Sonnets 
are connected with a number of otlmrs (109-112, 121, 117- 
120, IIG) in whieli Sontliampton-Shaks]iearc expresses his 
joy at his reconciliation with liis beloved lady, and Shak- 
speare sings in honour of the marriage of the two. be- 
tween these and tlie Sonnets which Lord S. addresses 
to his wife and to Shakspearo from the Tower, during and 
aftei- his imprisonment (123-125, 115, 107), are inserted 
six ‘i)orsonal Sonnets,’ in which Shakspearo principally 
speaks of his death. This concludes the ‘ Southampton 
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Sonnets.’ The others, that is, all those wliich, in Massey's 
opinion are addressed to, S])eak or sin<>; {)1‘ the ‘ dark 
ladv ’ (which Massey lias placed together on p. 367 If.), 
Hhakspeare is supposed to have written for William Herbert, 
Earl of Pembroke, who, in 1598 liad come to London and 
become a ‘ personal ’ friend of >Shak>s])earc ; we are again 
not told whether ho wrote from Ids own heart or at his 
friend’s request ; these Sonnets describe the young Earl’s 
love for tlie same I^ady Penelope Jlich, wlio had exciti'd 
the jealousy of Miss Vcaaion ; nay, it is ev(‘u su]iposed that 
some of these Sonnets — on account of tlieir su))])osed lame- 
ness — were written by the young* Earl himself! 

This last discovery, at the same time, furnishes the 
ingenious discoverer witli the best means of solving the 
mysterious dedication by Thor])e. For Southamjiton is 
supposed to have given the Sonnets addressed to and 
composed for himself, to the Earl of Pmnbroke, who was 
also a friend of his, and the latter to have handed them and 
those referring to the ‘dark’ lady, ovi^r to 'I'h. Thorpe, in 
order to have them prinbMl (p. 428). ’The gratelul pub- 
lisher, accordingly, eulogises him in the Dedication under 
the initials of \Vh 11. as the onJie hc(jc(tn% that is, tluj col- 
lector of the Sonnets! The inconvenient ([uostions, as to 
how it hap])0neil that Southampton should have Innuled 
over his Sonnets to Pembroke, and more especially wliat 
could have induc<*d the latter, of cours<‘ witli the kno"- 
Icdgo and consent of ^liakspeare, of Southamjdon and his 
wife, to publisli these Sonnets as early as 1609, in spite of 
their containing such distinct accounts of the private 
history of the love and the ]KU’ph‘.\ities of tlie hearts of 
both men — that even 250 yi'ars afterwards. Cl. ^lassey has 
been able to understand and i‘X])lain them, and must, there- 
fore, have been a much easier task to the contemporaries of 
both, and have furnished acceptable matmaal to tin' cJmuiuiaa 
«ram/n/eM.s‘C - Massey does not lind it neci-ssary to answer. 
He thinks that the subjects of the iSonnets as well as the 
Dedication are a distinct guarantee for the missing facts, 
and therefore that Pembroke must obviously ha\<.' l ectuved 
tlie Sonnets from Southampton, otherwise he could not have 
procured them for Mr. Thorpe, and t.lie latter could not 
bavt^ expressed his gratitude 1 Saj^ienii sa t. AV hoover care- 
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fully compares thq actual contents of the Sonnets with 
this romance— into which Massey has worked them — will 
I trust agree with my wish that ihis attempt, to ‘ dramatise * 
Shakspeare’s Sonnets, may for all ages serve as a warning 
against similar undertakings ! 

It may, however, he asked, what can have induced 
Shakspeare, or those persons to whom the Sonnets were 
addressed, to have published these i)oems with their per 
sonal relations, which do not always let either himself or 
his young friend appear in a very favourable light? I do 
not know whether any one has yet made the assertion and 
tried to establish it, that Shakspeare himself caused them 
to be published ; but I see no reason for such a suiiposition, 
even though hetjetter can only signify as much as •producer 
(the person addressed, receiver). The print itself, with its 
many errors, and the obvious carelessness with which the 
Sonnets appear to have been arranged, or rather thrown 
together promiscuously, at all events does not support 
the supposition, and Thorpe’s Dedication decidedly con- 
tradicts it ; for if Shakspeare himself had published the 
Sonnets, he would also have himself dedicated them to his 
young friend. Accordingly it would bo the latter only 
who could have caused them to bo printed. But even for 
this hypothesis wo cannot discover any satisfactory motive, 
and moreover we should have to presuppose that Shak- 
si)eare gave his com'-ent to this, which I, on my part, do 
not believe. 

If, however, under any circumstance some hypothesis 
must be brought forward, and if, accordingly, we too may 
be permitted to make use of the right which Massey has so 
recklessly made use of, and give free reins to our inventive 
imagination, then 1 consider that relatively the most pro- 
bable hypothesis is, tliat some secret opponent of Shak- 
£})earo’s or of his young friend, succeeded in })rocuring copies 
of the Sonnets, and iiad them printed m/ams/ the knowledge 
and consent of both (as had no doubt already happened as 
regards those Sonnets published in loOO by Jaggard). 
About the year lOiiO, Southampton and rembroke were 
alread}^ distinguished men, and it was even worth the 
ti’oublo to invent an intrigue about them, or to expt^o 
them to the chronique scandaleuse of London. Even Shak* 
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speare occupied a position high enough to excite envy, 
especially on account of his friendship with the most 
eminent men of the country. It needs no proof to show 
that tlio times, the character of King Janies, the relations 
and conditions of his court, &c., could easily give rise to 
su(di an intrigue. Thorpe may therefore have leceived the 
manuscript in this manner ; nay, he was, perhaps, expressly 
advised to point out — by his JJedication, more esi)ecially 
by the initials VV. H. — that person to whom the St -nnets 
were addressed, and whom the intrigue was chiefly meant 
to affect (this in my opinion seems still most probably to 
have been William Herbert, Earl of rembroke). Shak- 
spearo may have been most unpleasantly atfeoted by the 
publication, but could not well disown it without drawing 
still more attention to the Sonnets and making the matter 
worse than it was ; his distinguished friiuid was no doubt 
pretty much in the same case. Both, therefore, took no 
notice of the publication, and seem thereby to have effected 
tlicir purpose, at least are not informed that the 
Sonnets excited any special attention. 

I entirely deny that Sliaks})eare - in the Sonnets — can 
he supposed to play a part incom])ati]>le Avith his strictly 
moral aspirations and honourable character, especially when 
we consider that the love affair Avith tlie dark lady took 
place about 1590 , Avben he Avas still a youtli. At all 
events — as already said — fixmi existing facts and indica- 
tions, we cannot cither jmn'c or oven maintain that 
Shakspearo was an ahsti*aet hero of virtue, and that he 
was in all points immaculate. 

By the abo\"o lemarks 1 by no moans Avish to add 
another ‘ hypothesis ’ to the mass Avhich lay claim to truth 
or approbation— I merely bring this forAvard to oppose 
the vagaries of Neil and ]\Iassey, and to shoAv that it is 
possible to form all sorts of other Azaguries about the 
unsoh'able mystery. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

shakspeark’s worldly circumstances. 

Whatever else iD.'iy have been the case, after the ninth 
decade, sit all events, Slia-kspearo nut only possessed patrons 
and friends a]non<;’ the ])iil>lic, but also among the higher 
circles of boiidoii society; and they not merely valued the 
poet’s works but took a great inhwest in liim personally. 
Jlis worldly eircainistanec's also seem to have improved in 
the same proporlion as ho rose in fame as a poet and man. 
The documeiit of the year J59G~a petition from the pro- 
jwietors and ]daycrs of P>lack friars Tlu'atre to the Queen’s 
Privy CVmiKal -■ wli<*r(‘ lSliaks])eare‘s name stands tiflh 
among the ])ro])ri(‘tors named, is, indeed, as much suspicious 
of being a foi'gt?ry as the list of tlui number of sluires and 
other pi‘o])erty wliicb 81iaks])eare is said to have possessed 
in the wardrol)e and lb(5 ‘ }iro])erties ’ of PlacktViars 
Theatre.'^ Put we know from extant records and letters, 
that in the Spring of 1507 be purchased, for 00/., one of 
the best houses in his native town, known by the name of 
New Place; that in the following year be received various 
solicitations from bis own townsmen for loans in money, 
and, as it seems, complitid with th(‘- r(;(picsts ; that in ]\Iay 
1002 lie added a large ])ieco ot arabhi land to his possessions 
in Stratford, for wliicli lie paid '."201. ; that in tieptcinher 
of the same year, a copyhold property (cottagium) togotlici’ 
with api)urteminc(\s was made over to him ; that he soon 
afterwards, in addition, purchased for GO/, a messuagii (a* 
farm-house, with tv\a> barns, two gardens, and two orchards ; 
that in 1G05, for 440/. he took on lease the half of the 
great and small tithes of Stratibrd, and that as early as 

* The firat document Collier claims to havo discovered in tlie Slate 
Paper Office; tlio second among the papers of Bridgewater llousf}. 
Ingleby, p. 289 ff. 216 f. 
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1613 he bought a house in London in the neighbourhood 
of Blackfriars for 140^. As money in those days was live 
times more valuable that it now is, the sums thus ex- 
pended prove that 8hakspeare had gradually become a 
wealthy man. 

Accordingly, as early as the end of the sixteenth century 
he, no doubt, was one of the first and most influential 
members of the Lord Chamberlain’s conij)any. It was 
upon his recommendation that the fii st piece with wiiicli 
Bon Jonsoii appeared as a theatrical poet (‘ Every man in 
II is Humour ’) was accepted, although the governing body 
at first wished to have it rejected. In the already men- 
tioned patent (of the 17th of May, 1()03) in whieh James I. 
took the company into his service, and sanctioned their 
giving all kinds of dramatic 2 )crformances, not only in the 
Globe Theatre in London, but in any otlua* towns, uni- 
versities, &c., Shaks])eare’s name stands second on the 
list beside that of Ijaurence Fletcher, wlio, as it seems, was 
named first merely on account of Jiis spt'cial and ])ersonal 
relations to the king. That Eii/abeth and riames lionoui’cd 
Sliakspeai*e’s poetical works Avith their s[)ecial apju'ohation 
is expressly attested by Ben Joiison in liis well known 
eulog 3 % Avritten in memory of his beloA^'d friend, for tlio 
folio edition of Shakspeare’s Avorks. '^i’radition reports that 
the Maiden Queen found such s]>ecial pleasure in the 
character of FalstatT, that she expressed a Avi^h to see 
him exhibited in love in another i)iaN', and moreover one to 
he performed Avi thin fourteen da^s— Ibis is said to IniA^e 
induced 8 hakspeare to Avrito the ‘ ^leii^y Wives of 
Windsor.’ Such is the re])ort given Avith actual certainty 
by Hennis and h’ovve (proba])ly from the mouth of Diydeii 
and Davenant), and Ave liave no rt'ason to doubt tlie truth 
of the statement; on the contrary intm-nal reasons -in 
tlio form and subject of ilie t)iece — seem to corroborate it. 
fling James (pcrhajis on the occasion of a [)erfornianco of 
‘Macbeth’) is even said to liaA'e condescended to Avrite an 
amicable letter to Shakspeare in his oavu hand. This has 
been doubted for reasons of etiquette, but as King James’ 
condescension — as H^mo Avishes us to rememlx r - occasion- 
ally even took the form of un-kin gl 3 ' familiarity, and th it 
the most trustworth}" persons (such as the Duke of 
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Buckingham) hail seen the letter in Sir W. Davenant’s 
hands, into whose possession it had fallen, there is no 
reason why we should deny the weak potentate the 
lion our of writing the letter, seeing that there is so little 
else to lionour in him.* In any case the long list of 
Shakspeare’s plays which, according to the partially extant 
‘ Accounts of the Bevels,’ were performed at the King’s 
command after Kov. 1604, prove that Shakspeare’s dramas 
were as much liked at (Jourt as on the popular stage. 

Accordingly we may with safety assume that it was not 
only the opinion of a single critic, but the public voice, 
when Francis IMercsf maintains that: ‘ as Plautus and 
Seneca nre accounted the best for comedy and tragedy 
among the Latines : so Shakesjieare among ye English is 
the most excellent in both kinds for the stage ; for comedy 
witness his ‘ Gentlemen of Verona,* ‘ The Comedy of Errors,’ 

‘ Love’s Labour Lost,’ ‘ liove’s Labour Won’ (probably ‘ All’s 
Well that Ends Well ’ j, ‘ ]\lidsummer-night'8 Dream,’ and 
‘The Merchant of Venice’; for tragedy his ‘Bichard IL’ 

‘ Bichard III.’ ‘ Henry IV.’ ‘King John,’ ‘Titus Andronicus,’ 
and ‘ h’omeo and Juliet;’ and then adds, ‘ as Epius Stolo said, 
that the Muses would speake with Plautus tongue, if they 
would speako Latin ; so I say that the IVIuses would speak 
with Sliaks{)eare’H line filed phrase, if they would speako 
English.’ Weever indulges in similar eulogies,^ in a kioniiet 
addressed to Shakspeare, where after sj)eaking of ‘Venus and 
Adonis ’ and ‘ Lucrece,’ he especially commends ‘ Borneo, and 
Bichard, and their powerful attractive beauty.’ Equally 

* Tlie letter of Sam. Daniel, tho poet, to Lord Egerton, which 
Collier claims to liavcj discovereil in Bridgewater House, and which in- 
timites that Shidespeare iij)})lieil for tho office of a ‘ Master of the King’s 
Revels,’ but did not n ccivc — l)ecause ho was an actor, — and also James' 
patent, by which Sliak.spoarc, Daborn, and others were nominated 
instructors ot tln3 ‘ (Jhildrcu of tne Revellers to tho Queeuc,’ arc, 
however, most probably likewise forgeries. Ingleby, p. ‘247 f. 202 f. 

' t In his Palladis T<mia, Wit's Treasury^ 1508. Meres, it seems, 
enumerates the comedies in the chronological order in whicli they 
appeared ; tlie tragedies, however, he evidently divides into two classes, 
the historical and the non-historical plays, and for this reason he 
natm s Titus Androuims and Romm and Juliet the two non-hisb:)rical 
plays last, although Titm Androniem was assuredly much older than 
I ic historical drania.s mentioned. 

X V^tjevei, who published a collection of epigrams in 1599. 
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enthusiastic is Ben Jonson in his commendations of Shak- 
spcare (his friend but also his rival) when in the abovo- 
nientioned eulogy he says : ‘ I confess thy writings to be 
such as neither man nor Muse can praise too much. ’Tis 
true, and all men’s suffrage ;* and again when he calls him 
the ‘ soul of the age ! the applause ! the delight and wonder 
of our stage,’ and expressly places him, not only above 
Chaucer and Spenser, Lilly and Kyd, but also above Slarlowe 
and Beaumont, nay, oven above the ancient writers whom he- 
esteemed so highly. Wo have no reason to doubt that this 
estimate of Shakspeare, as Ben Jonson asserts, was the 
general opinion; for even a man like J. Webster, a fol- 
lower of the new antagonistic tendency of dramatic art, 
and no personal friend of Shakspeare’s, mentions him 
nevertheless among the most distinguished theatrical poets 
of the day, for, in the preface to his tragedy ‘ V ittoria 
Corombona,’ which was printed in 1612, ho remarks : ‘ For 
niine own part, I have ever truly cherished my good 
opinion of other men’s worthy labours, especially of that 
full and heightened stylo of Master Chapman ; the laboured 
and understanding works of Master Jonson ; the no less 
Avorthy composures of the both wortliily excellent Master 
Beaumont and Master Fletcher ; and lastly (without wrong 
last to be named), the right hajipy and copious industry of 
Master Shakespeare, Master Dekkcr, and Master Hey wood, 
wishing what I write may be read by their light, <fec.’ * 

* Some recent opponents of Shaksixjarc have understood the 
word ‘industry’ to signify that Webster tlier* by meant to call Shak- 
speare a manufacturer of staf^c plays. But tliis only proves tliat they 
understand but little Euglisli. The word ‘ industry ’ in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth century was nt;ver used in the sense of blame, hut 
only of praise or diligence and assiduity, aud Webster, therefore, 
unquestionably, merely intended to commend, not the number but 
also the industrious, carid’iil, eompo^iti()n of Shakspeare s dramas, and 
the success they mot with. I’lial he should name Chapman first, and 
bon Jonson, Beaumont and Flotehor before Shakspeare is just as 
cliaracteristio of his judgment ami taste, as of his tendency and 
position ; for it was only at a letcr date that he belonged to the more 
jaodern school, the most eminent representatives of which were the 
tour above-mentioned poets. — (Compare Book iii.) 
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CIIAPTEK V. 

shakspeare’s poetical career. 

The deccnTiinin hetweon 1597 and 1606 may perhape have 
been the briglitost period of Shakspeare’s lifetime. Up 
to 1597-08 lie lia<l already written the twelve dramas 
enum elated liy IMeres, and no doubt also a number of 
youthful ])rodiK- lions which Meres has passed over un- 
noticed. These w(Te succeeded, probably at least, up to 
the year 1606 by ‘ llamh-t,’ ‘ Othello,’ ‘ King Lear,’ ‘ Henry 
V.,’ ‘ 'I'he Merry Wives of Windsor,’ ‘ Much Ado about 
Kothing,’ ‘Twelfth Night,’ ‘As You Like It,’ ‘ Measure 
for Pleasure,’ and [>erha]>s, also, by oven one or otlier of his 
reiuaining ])iee(‘s. Ihaiee, in spite of the generally very 
unsafe deterininatioiis as regards the dates of the first 
appearance of his dramas, still I think wo may with some 
degree of certainty distinguish four dilferent periods in 
Shakspeare’s juK'tieal career, and an equal number of 
stages in tin* develo[nn(‘nt of his style, his mind, and his 
ehainctcr. 1 consider that such ]>lays as ‘Titus Androni- 
cus,’ ‘ ’riio d’wo Gentlemen of V'orona,’ ‘ I’lie Coined}^ of 
Errors,’ ‘Love’s Labour Lost,’ ‘The Taming of the iShrow,’ 
the three parts of ‘Henry VI.,’ ‘ rericles,’ * and any 
other of the doubtful plays that may belong to him, still 
exhibit a certain yijutbfnl awkwardness, harshness, and 
iinmodej’ation ; at one time an inclination to Marlowe’s 
bombast, at another to Greene’s difthseness and 8up(T 
ficiality, a certain riiggednoss and abruptness, not only of 
langii.age, but in tlic whole way in which the subject 

* Dyco and Delius consider Pericles to he a work of some other 
author, which ^haksjx-are merely remodelled about 1608 . I regard 
it as improbable tliat Shakspearc. shouhi, at so late a date, have applied 
himself to improving ether men’s works. Moreover, the inequality oi 
the separate parts do not strike mo as being so very markid, 
accordingly my opinion ia, that the play is a youthful production, 
which, however, Shakspeare partially remodelled in 1608 . 
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is treated. ITis tragedies of that period still pretty closely 
resemble Marlowe’s conception and treatment, in other 
words, the tragic element still has something violent, 
exagf^erated, still verges too much upon the horrible, 
and still attaches itself to characters such as Aaron and 
'^Famora in ‘ Titus Andronicus,’ and Margai et and Eichard 
in ‘ Henry VI.,’ which, in delineation and colouring, in their 
inclination to licrccncss and immoderation, betray some 
allinity to Marlowe’s favourite figures. In his comedies we 
do, it is true, ahnady meet with tlie overflowing fullness, 
ease, and elasticity of Shakspearian wit, but puns still 
jn’odominate too much ; the situations are still frequently 
S(nnowhat unnatural ; the cliaracl-ers still appear without 
any marked individuality, now and then still without 
solidity, AVavering, and uncertain. Tlie composition, it 
is true, already shows the great merits of the vSliakspcarian 
stylo: externally the sulqect is excellently arranged 
tliimighout, both as regards the succession of scenes and 
the devolopmont of tlie a(;tion ; but tlie young poet has nut 
yet succeeded in gatliering tlie multifarious threads into 
one centre, and in fusing the different jiarts internally 
into one harmonious whole ; the composition is still nioju 
like a mechanical arrangenu'nt than a united organisation. 
1'liis first period, the time of his lirst attempts and 
sketches, wdiieli were possibly, at a later date, improved 
in various ways, may^ perhaps have extended from 158G-87 
to 1592. 

The intervening years, from 1592 to 1597-98, that is, 
between the lirst period and that of his highest renown 
and brilliancy, must liavo formed the transition, and may, 
accordingly, be termed the accond peri(.)d, or, so to say, the 
adolescence of Shaksiieare’s genius, if wo assume that 
during this time ‘ liichard ill.,’ ‘All’s Well that Ends 
Well,’ ‘ Eomeo and Juliet,’ ‘The Taming of the Shrew,’ 
‘King John,’ ‘ Eichard 11,,’ ‘ A Midsummer Night’s Dream,’ 
‘Henry J V.,’ and ‘ The Merchant of Venice,’ were brought 
to light in the above succession (in regard to which, 
however, it is generally only internal reasons that can 
he taken into account;, it seems astounding with what 
rapid, powerful, and safe steps Shakspeare proceed e I 
through his career, and approached the goal which floated 
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before his imagination. What a difference between ‘ Titus 
Andronicus ’ and ‘ Komeo and Juliet,’ between ‘ Henry VI.’ 
and ‘Kichard II.,’ between ‘The Two Gentlemen of Ve- 
rona,’ ‘ The Comedy of Errors,’ and ‘A Midsummer Kight’s 
Dream ’ or ‘ The Merchant of Venice.’ Out of the youthful 
awkwardness, harshness, and want ol moderation, his 
creative imagination rises to ever more regular, ever more 
correctly delineated forms, which in grace and beauty, as 
well as in fullness and grandeur, already eclipse every- 
thing that had, up to that day, been brought upon the 
stage. The composition, especially of ‘ Romeo and Juliet’ 
and the following pieces, exhibits that systematic, proper, 
harmonious, and yet, at the same time, free arrangement 
of the niateiial (very different from all stiffness and 
pedantry) which betrays a clear consciousness of the 
nature of dramatic art, as well as of a pure and delicate 
sense of beauty, llis language is ever becoming easier, 
grander, and more fluent, his dialogue more natural, more 
appropriate, and more drastic. The comic element appears 
placed more and moi'o in the characters and situations; 
and, although rich in witty words and play upon words, 
yet it no longer loses itself in a mere quibble upon words. 
On the other hand, the tragic chunent accpiires that inde- 
scribably beautiful halo of elegiac, conciliatory, and ex- 
alting peace, such as plays rijuiid tlie figures of Romeo 
and .Juliet and Richard II., without, however, losing 
anything in depth and power. In short, Shakspeare is 
beginning to be Sliaks})care, or rather, he is already 
himself, even though not as yet in the perfect maturity, 
fullness, and greatness of manhood. 

The full, and highest power and greatness of Shak- 
speare’s genius is first apparent in his three great tragedies, 

‘ Hamlet,”*^ ‘ King Lear,’ and ‘ Othello,’ which, in the over- 

* I do not u^^roe witli Ch. Knight and K. Elzo in supposing that 
Hamlet appeared before 1598. For in the first place it would surely bo 
very strange that Meres should not have mentioned the play when, of 
the tragedies, he had not even forgotten to cite Titus Andronicus- But 
then it is very improbable that IShakspeare, as early as 1587, had not 
only written a Hamlet but that the piece ishould already have been so 
well known that Nash fin his epistle of Greene’s MenapAon— printed 
in 1587) could have spoken of it as of an old drama. The Hamlet of 
1587 was therefore assuredly an older piece, which Henslowe muy 
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cowering force of tragic pallios, cannot, per]iaps,Le o(|ualled ; 
tlie dazzling wealth of Sliakspeavc’s humour is more parti- 
cularly disjdayed in his comedies, ‘Twelfth Kight,’ ‘As 
You Like It,’ and ‘Much Ado about Nulhing,’ where tlu* 
fantastic form of the comic is mingled with an almost ecpial 
uiiiuunt of intrigue. The comic element in these plays ex- 
hibits that genial joyousness, that freedom of spirit, that 
ease and elasticity which treats life like a merry game, and 
for this reason rises above common reality, without separa- 
ting itself too much from it. The tragic element — wdth the 
full power of tragic pathos — in the former cases, is com- 
bined with that force of ethical elcvjdion and purification 
which distinguishes the tragic from what is merely sorrow- 
ful and painful, as well as from what is horrible, hideous, 
and revolting. Language and characterisation, invention 
and composition, are thoroughly Shakspearian, and exhibit 
all the peculiarities of his style in its fulh.'st development, 
and in that as yet undimniod clearness and purity which 
tai)pear but the poetical reflexes of liis own inmost nature. 
Of a similar, though not quite the same excellence, are 
liis ‘ Henry V.,’ ‘ The Merry Wives of Windsor,’ ‘ Measure 
for Measure,’ and whatever of the other dramas may 
h(dong to this period ; and these raise his pure and 
glowing entliusiasm for tlio heantiful (by wliich they arij 
[jcrvaded) to the same excellence. AV’^c see the poet revel- 


Imvo ‘ warmed ’ up agtiiii in 150-1 (in whicli yi'ar, according to the Diary, 
a Hamlet was pcrlbrinod, but not by Sliakspeare’s company). This tla n 
doubtless was the piece which Th. I^odgo had in view when, iii a 
pamphlet of the year 1.50G, he says of Th. Nash tliat : ‘hel(K>ks ns 
pale as ye wizard of 1ht> gliost which cvitHl so miserably at ye tht atn , 
like an oibtcr-Nvife : Hamlet, rovt'nge.* To Shakspi are’s Hamlet at 
kittft, this eomparison cannot pos.^ibly have applied, for there is no sucli 
L^xpression iu the wliolo speech of the ghost as ‘ HamU t, revenge 
moreover, the word revenge occurs only twice (in tin* idition of mo;> 
nut more than once) in all that the ghost has to say, and is not uttered 
a warning appeal, but at the beginning of his story ; hence not 
‘ciied’ out, but spoken quietly in the lluw of the speech. Lodge’s 
illusion is accordingly wholly inappropriate to ^hak^peare*s Jlamkt, 
m fact it is senseless. Very likely, however, Shakspearo may have 
k-ui his attention drawji to the subject by Ilenslowe’s perft)rmnncc, 
'^(1 have remodelled the piece in 1597, so that it may have bun 
bought upon the stage soon after the publication of IHeros’ book. 
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ling in tlie exalted feeling of full, free success which was 
erowiietl with glory, in the blissfiil consciousness of the 
high, everlasting value of his creations, which he so beau- 
tifully expresses in the famous 81st Sonnet, where he tells 
his young friend : 

‘ Your momiment sliall bo ray gentle verse, 

Wiiicli oy(‘S not yet created sliall o’er-read ; 

And tongues to be, your being shall rehearse, 

When all the breathers of this world are dead ; 

You still shall live (sucli virtue hath my pen) 

Where breath most breathes,— even in the mouths of men/ 

It cannot indeed bo safely affirmed of Shakspeare’s other 
dramas, that they were all composed after the year 1605-6, 
the fact being ratlier tluit we do not possess any record of 
their earlier origin. But the pieces which most critics 
l)laco in this last (or fourth) period of Shakspeare’s ac- 
tivity as a poet — ‘ Troilus and Cressida,’ ‘Julius Caesar,’ 
‘ Antony and Cleopatra,’ ‘ Coriolanus,’ ‘ Macbeth,’ ‘ Cyin- 
holine,’ ‘ I’he Winter’s I’ale,’ ‘ The Tempest,’ * Henry 
VIII.’ and ‘Timou of Athens’ — arc distinguished by 
certain characteristic features, which indicate that they 
may belong to this last period of the poet’s life. In tho 
first place, as regards rhythm and versi 11 cation, they 
appear to be much moj o carelessly treated ; the separate 
lilies are not merely more frequently than usual inter- 
laced with one another, where their contents would seem 
to require their separation, but we not unfreipiently meet 
witli lines of six feet, which occur but seldom in Shak- 
spoare’s earlier pieces.* Being clothed in this looser 
dress, tho language liccomcs ever fuller, so overflowing 
with thoughts and imagery, that at times it seems as if it 
were broken, sometimes involved within itself, jsometiineK 
proceeding by fits and starts. Tho characters are drawn 
with more terseness and sharpness, are more manly, 
more abrupt, and of an iron firmness and solidity. 
Tho composition appears more compact, more concen- 
trated, more rapid, and seems to proceed mote directly 
in a straight line towards its goal, in contrast to the 
gracefully curved road along which the action moves 

* As bas been shown by W. S. Walker, Shakespeare's Vers’fication 
and its apparent Irregularities, etc. London, 1864, p. 101 f. 
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in most of his earlier pieces, as may ho seen from a 
careful comparison of ‘Macbeth,* ‘ Coriolanns,’ ‘Julius 
Caesar,’ with ‘ Hamlet,* ‘ King Lear,’ and ‘ Kichard II.’ 
The tragic element in ‘King Lear’ — in spite of its 
overwhelming power — is nevertheless still surrounded 
by the same mild elegiac halo of glory, which is 
exhibited in ‘ Kojiieo and Juliet,’ ‘ Kichard II.,’ and 
‘ Hamlet,’ but the conciliatory, exalting element in ‘ Mac- 
beth * retires far into the background, and in ‘ Timon 
of Athens ’ is completely wanting. 'I’he comic element, 
on the other hand, receives a satirical colouring, as 
in ‘ Troilus and Cressida,’ or is again withdrawn .from 
real life into the region of fancy, as in the case of ‘ The 
Tempest,’ and ‘ The Winter’s Tale,’ and becomes mingled 
with a strict ethical seriousness whicli no longer laughs 
at wickedness as mere weakness and perversity, but 
chastises, combats and brands it. The poet’s own frame of 
mind and conception of life have evidently become more 
serious, stricter and less cheerful, and penetrated by the 
painful feeling of the vanity of all human greatness and 
beauty, in the bitter consciousness of a degenerating age 
afflicted with great infirmities and threatened by great 
mivsfortunes. 

In the first place, the aspect of the theatre and the 
course of the development which dramatic art was taking, 
may have contrihuted their part towards producing and 
strengthening this state of Shakspeare’s mind. Its course 
was obviously no progress, no ascending path leading up 
to perfection, but a path of decay, a falling otf from the 
height that had already been attained. It was not only that 
Ben Jonson gained great success with bis misconceived and 
misconstructod imitation of the ancients, and that he thus 
confounded the judgment of the public — far worse was 
the licentiousness, the coarseness and immorality wbicli 
took more and more possession of the stage, and whicli 
tleprived the drama of all its dignity and grandeur. In 
the pieces of the younger jiocts, which appeared about 
bus time rsince about J605), not' only do the nastiness 
ct wit, coarse obscenity and equivocal expressions con- 
tmne to gain the upperhand, but even the actions and 
chuvacters represented continue, in an ever freer and bare- 
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faced manner, to make a public show of tho whole filth of 
utterly immoral lelations and situations. The drama was 
becoming more and more the mirror of that insolent 
licentiousness, frivolity, and immorality which, at the 
beginning of the seventeenth century, was so habitual 
among the higher ranks of English society, and whicli 
contributed must to the spread of the Puritanical movement. 
'J’ho theatre, so recklessly denounced by the Puritans, 
followed the tendency of its aristocratic patrons and 
friends, and became ever more dependent upon a public 
which continued more and more to lose its sense of 
dignity and propriety, not merely in a moral, but also a 
political respect.* Ilecply and more deeply therefore, 
Shakspeare must have felt tho lowness and unworthi- 
ncss of his position in life, and been disgusted with his 
profession ; this feeling ho alfectingly describes in one of 
his Sonnets (No. 111.) in tho words ; — 

“ 0, for my sake do you with Fortune chide, 

The guilty goddess of my harmful deeds, 

That did not hotter for my life provide, 

Than public means, which public manners breeds. 

Tluineo comes it that my name receives a brand, 

And almost tlumcj} my nature is subdued 
To what it works in, like tlie dyer’s hand : 

Pity mo then, and wish I were renew’d ; 

Whilst, like a willing patioiit, I will drink 
Potions of eysell, ’gainst my strong infection : 

No bitterness that I will bitter think, 

Nor double penance, to <‘orrect correction. 

Pity me then, dear friend, and I assure ye. 

Even that your pity is enough cure me.” 

But it was not alone in the Iheatre and dramatic art 
that symptoms of decay became manifest, these extended 
to the life of the people and throughout the kingdom, in 
short, the whole age was in a state of decline. King 
James — weak, frivolous, fond of pleasure, and whoso 

According to a despatch of the French ambassador Beaumont, 
dated tlie 5th of April, 1G08 (in llaumor, Brief e am Paw, ii. 270’), 
the court-players of James I. not only performed the lewd history of the 
Duke of Biron, but even brought upon the stage a ludicrous reF^' 
sentation of the king himself ‘ in an odd disguise,’ whereupon Jawea 
foibade any more plays being given in London ; this prohibition, 
however, does not appear to have continued long in force. 
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only interest in life was hunting and theological con- 
troversy — left the charge of his kingdom entirely in 
the hands of his councillors and favourites ; it was a lamo 
government upon which a few distinguished men, such 
as Cecil, Burleigh’s son, Southampton and Pembroke, 
expended their talents in vain. Count Beaumont, the 
French ambassador, is not much more favourable in his 
opinion of the people; he writes, ‘they are now (as 
compared with the days of Elizabeth) corrupted and fallen 
away, little stedfast in their religion, not devoted to their 
king either in love or obedience,’ so much so, indeed that 
in 1603 he reports: ‘I recognise so many seeds of un- 
soundness in England, so much is brewing in siletico, and 
so many events appear to bo inevitable, as to induce me to 
maintain that for an hundred years to come this kingdom 
will hardly misuse its prosperity to any other purpose 
than its own injury.’^ Puritanism, which became more and 
more powerful, continued to gain ground, and ever more 
decisively tlireateiied not only art and science, religion 
and Church, but the state itself, with that complete 
revolution which did actually break out a generation 
later. These signs of the times form the best commentary 
on those of Shakspoare’s idays which wo have ascribed 
to the last period of his life. They explain the gloomy, 
melancholy frame of mind which affected his patriotic 
soul, and which is re-echoed in his sixty-sixth sonnet — 
evidently referring to an actual state of things ; 

Tir’d with all tliese, for restless death I cry, — 

As, to behold desert a begujar l)orn. 

And needy nothing trimin’d in jollity, 

And purest fnith unhappily forsworn. 

And gildtHl honour shamefully misplac’d, 

And maiden virtuo rudely struini^ted, 

And right perfection wrongfully disgi’uc’d, 

And strength by limping sway disabled, 

And art made tongue-tied by authority. 

And folly (doctor-like) controlling skill, 

And simple truth miscall’d simplicity, 

And captive good attemling captain ill : 

Tir’d with all tlieso, from these would I bo gono 
Save that, to die, I leave my love alone.” 

* Ranmer, History of the Wh and 11 th centuries^ translated from 
the German, vol. ii. p. 191) f. 
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It is therefore perhaps possible — as Delius conjectures — 
that Shakspeare, l)oiiig disgusted with the profession of 
an actor, which became more and more degenerate, and, 
in fact, being wearied with the licentiousness of London 
life— left the metropolis, as early as 1605-6, and withdrew 
to Stratford. But as iJalliwcll has pointed out, Shak- 
speare did not take up his abode in New Place (which 
he had had rebuilt and newly fitted up) till the year 
1600; from lliat dale tliereforc, it was probably no longer 
London, but Stratford wliich he considered his home. 
Yet thei’e still remains the possibility that he may have 
removed to Stratibrd earlier, that is, before the altera- 
tions in New J’laeo were made. At all events we have 
no i-ccord of his having appeared as an actor after 1603, 
ill which year he took a part in Ben Jenson’s ‘Sejanus.’ 
Still, if he retiirne<l to Stratford at so early a date, he 
must have remaiii(*d in connection with the theatre down 
to the last years of his life, and must, from time to time, 
have gone to Tiondon, either to present a new play 
and help in the rehearsal, or to look after money 
matters and to transact other business. That he pur- 
chased the already mentioned tenement in London, in 
March 1613, is })roved by the existing deed of purchase, 
and, that he was in liondon in November 1614 — apparently 
come from Stratford— is evident from an extant memor- 
andum, made by the town clerk of the day. Th. Greene, 
a distant rolalivo of Shakspeare’s — who was staying in 
London at the time, on account of some business mat- 
ter — makes a note under the date of November 17th, 
1614, of the la(;t that: *my Cosen Shakspeare comyng 
yesterday to town, I went to see how he did,” etc. 
Eowo says that Shakspeare sjient the latter portion of 
his life, ‘ as all imm of good sense will wish theirs may 
be — ill case, retirement and the conversation of his 
friends. He had the good fortune to gather an estate 
equal to his oceision, and, in that, to his wish ; and is 
said to have spent some years before his death at his 
native Stratford.’ 

Shakspeare's will -which has been pr(\served and in 
which he raaki s his elder daughter ISusanna his principal 
heir, leaving his younger daughter Judith a considerable 
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legacy, also beqneatliiiig some property to his sister Joan 
and her children, settling also small snms of money upon 
several of his friends as well as upon his ‘follows,’ 
K. Burbage, J. Hemminge, and G. Condell, to buy them- 
selves rings; leaving his wife, however, as already re- 
marked, only ‘ his second best bed,' with the furniture— 
was prepared in Stratford, and is dated the 25th of Marcli 
1610, hut a sketch of it seems to have been drawn up in 
Janu try of the same year. 

Four weeks later, on the 23rd of April, the greatest 
dramatist of his, and perhaps of all ages, breathed his 
last, without the world taking any notice of the event, 
and was buried on the 25th of the same month. His 
grave was originally covered by a simple stone slab, with 
the equally simple inscription, said to have been written 
by himself : 

“ Good friend, for Jesus* sake forbeare 
To digg the dvst enclousod heare. 

Blest be yo, man yt spares thes stones ; 

And evrst be ho yt moves my bones.” 

It was not till some years afterwards, but before 1623, 
that a monument was erected to him — probably by liis 
son-in-law, Dr. Hall; it represents the poet in a simple 
position under an arch, a cushion before him, a pen in his 
right hand and a scroll in his left. Upon a tablet below 
the bust are the following Latin lines : 

“ Ivdicio Pylivm, genio Socratem, arte Mavonem, 

Terra tegit, popvlvs moerct, Olyiupvs habet.” 

And below these : 

“ Stay, pfissenger ! why gocst thov by so fast ; 

Bead if thov canst, wliom envious death hath plast 
Within this monvmciit, Shakspearc, with whomo 
Quick natvre dide ; whose name doth deck ys tombe 
Fur more than cost ; sieth all yt he liatli writt 
Leaves living art bvt page to serve his witt.” 

Ohiit Anno Doi. Iblti, Aetatis 53, Die 23 Ap. 

England’s greatest poet was not honoured with a public 
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inoinimoiit in Westminster Abbey till 124 years after 
his death.* 

Two clergymen, a Mr. E. Davies (Archdeacon of Lich- 
field, d. 1708), and a Mr. Ward (appointed vicar of Strat- 
ford in 1662), collected notices of Stratford celebrities, as 
it seems, for their own aimiscment; one of them reports 
traditionally that Shalcspearo ‘ died a Papist,’ the other 
that Shakspcarc, Drayton and Pen Jonson had a merry 
meeting and, as it a])j)ears, drank too deeply, for that 
Shaksi)oare died of a feven* wliich he had thereby bronglit 
upon himself. Both of these statements, which are 
scarcely more than reports of the chronique scandalensc 
of StratfoKl, are, in my opinion, refuted by an entry in 
the accounts of a Stratford chamberlain, which has only 
recently l.)een b]*oiight to light. According to this entry, 
twenty peiujo were paid out of the town funds ‘ for one 
(piart of sack and one (piart of clarrett winne given to a 
preacher at Newc Jdacc.’ It is as good as certain that 
Shakspeare had removed to Stratford and inhabited New 
Place as early as 1614; audit is almost equally certain 
that, as Dyce obs(u-ves, the ‘ preacher ’ who was regaled 
with wine at public expense, was no clergyman of the 
established church, but a J’uritan, as the epithet ‘ preacher’ 
distinctly sliows. In whatever way the fact of this affair 
about the wine may be explained, we must at least assume, 
that no Puritanical pri'acher avouUI have entered the house 
of a Pa})ist or ev(?n of a man suspected of favouring the 
])apac 3 % but as little, liowever, would lie have entered 
the house of a caronser, in which drinking-bouts of this 
kind were held. It is more ])robablo that Shakspeare, in 
the last 3 "ears of his life — jierhaps through the mediation 

* His wife survivoil him seven yeiii’s, ;iiid died on the 6th of August, 
162.S. Ofliisohildreii, liiunnet liissori laid died in his twelfth year, as 
early as 1500. His :lau-j:ht(T Judith was married in Feb. 1616, to 
Thomas Quincy, a wi } grower and wine merchant in Stratford ; tlieir 
children, however, d -d young without leaving heirs. The elder 
daughter Susanna manird Dr. .John Hall in 1607, and left oiio 
daughter Elizabeth, who was first married to Thomas Nash, and 
after his death to Sir John Harnard, of Ahiugtnu ; in both marriages 
she was cliildlcss, so that with her, in 1670. tho family of tho poet 
became extinct. 
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of his Stratford friends and relatives, more especially of 
his daughter Susanna — came in contact with the Puritans 
of tho town (and of course all the Puritans were not 
blind fanatics), and that he was thus induced, at tho 
recpiest of the town ofScials, to allow his spacious house 
to bo used on the occasion of one of their meetings. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

bhakspeare’s personal character. 

We unfortunately know so little about Sliakspearo’s life 
and character, that every single fact, preserved by chance 
or tradition, must bo taken into consideration in order 
to form some idea of the man. It is for this reason 
alone that I expressly quoted the notice of tlie Stratford 
chamberlain, in our last chapter ; it is sufficiently im- 
portant oven if it does no more than prove that Shak- 
spearo cannot possibly liavc been believed to bo a Papist. 
For Catholics in vaihms quarters have endeavoured, by 
forged documents and false conclusions, in mqjorem Bti 
gloriam, to claim the great ])oet for the Catholic Church. 
In the year 1770, it was said that — hidden in the brick 
roof of the house which Shakspeare’s father is supposed 
to have inhabited — thei’c had been discovered a docu- 
ment, the testamentary confession of faith and sin, of 
a certain John Shakspeare, which could have been written 
only to prove the writer’s sound Catholic faith. Malono 
at first considered it to be genuine, but soon discovered 
his mistake ; and, in fact, it has so little internal and 
external credibility, that no unjuxjudiced person can any 
longer doubt its being a forgery. Even Catholic zealots, 
so concerned about the welfare Shakspeare’s soul, no 
longer venture to appeal to it. In place of it, however, 
the notice of archdeacon Davies, and more especially the 
already mentioned report of the recusant commission of 
1592, have recently oliered matter and occasion for again 
reviving the myth of the crypto-Catholicism of Shak- 
speare. Even Collier thought that the excuse which 
Shakspearc’s father made for not having attended Church, 
as prescribed, was probably a mere device, as he thinks it 
inconceivable that Shakspeare, the son, should not, at that 
time, have been able i-' ^-oliovo his father of all money 
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difficulties. And yet we of course do not at all kiu»w how 
great was the amount of the father’s debt, nor how great 
the hon’s income may have been about 1592. Moreover 
the cxcuRO did not only refer to the year 1592, but to a 
longer period of time, as a mere tcm]>orary non-attendance 
at church could not suffice for establishing the offence of 
recusancy. But in addition to this Dyce * calls attention 
to the fact that John Shakspeare, as alderman, bailiff and 
chief alderman, had to take the customary oatli, that is, 
to swear that ho was not of the Catholic persuasion and 
not a member of the Catholic Church. This in my 
opinion settles the question as regards Sliakspeare’s father ; 
the remaining empty hypotheses are not even worth 
mentioning. 

And, moreover, we are not discussing the father but the 
son, and he, as is authentically established, was baptised 
in the Protestant Church of Stratfortl. lie no doubt 
attended the grammar school of the town and received 
there his first religious instruction in the Pi otcstant faith ; 
the licence for his marriage (after the banns had been 
proclaimed but once) Avas obtained from a Protestant 
l)ishop, accordingly it was likewise celel)rated in a Pro- 
testant church. What reason is there lc*ft for supposing 
him to have been a Catholic? But even if he had 
been born and bred a Catholic, wo should obviously 
have to assume that, at a later date, he fell away from 
his father’s faith. The way in which, in ‘ King John,’ ho 
describes the papacy, and clearly sides with the king 
against the arrogance of the cardinal’s party, sufficiently 
proves that his heart was not moved by any sympathy 
with the Catholic Church and its love of dominion. The 
same feeling which is there expressed, agrees with what 
he says in ‘ Henry V.’ and in the tlu-ee parts of Henry ‘ YI.,’ 
but more especially in ‘ Henry VI I L’ — which was doubt- 
less not written till towards tlio end of Shakspeare’s life, 
•^whero the words: ‘In lier (Elizabeth’s days) God shall 
he truly known,’ alone decide the question. Kay, in fact 
fi-ll his works, especially ‘ The ISIcrchant of Venice,’ 
‘ Measure for Measure,’ ‘ Kichard III.,’ ‘Macbeth,’ etc., may 
he referred to, in order to prove luiw emphatically ho 
* X c., p 19. 
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everywhere points to the inmost essence of all religions 
life, to a purely moral sentiment, free from all arrogance 
and pride of conscious virtue, free from all justification 
by works and the letter of the law — trusting to the grace 
of God and the divine government of the universe.* 

•But whether and how far Shakspeare may have accepted 
the thirty-nine articles of the Anglican Church, is a ques- 
tion wliich of course is not decided by the above observa- 
tions, and whi(ih in fact cannot be determined either from 
his poems, or iroin the scanty reports which we possess in 
regard to his inner life. This much only, I think, is 
evident from both, that his view of life generally coincided 
with tlie leading id(‘as of Christianity; this must bo 
obvious to every one who has examined his poems with- 
out prejudice. I, for my ])art, howcivcr, believe that, in 
his latter years at Icjist, he was ])ersonally attached to tho 
specific Chi'istian articles of faith, and that ho also re- 
cognised them outwardly. This, in my opinion, follows 
witli a great degree of probability from some perfectly 
authentic facts. Tirst, fVom tho already mentioned notice 
of tho Stratford chamberlain which cannot well be other- 
wise ex])lained, then from Sliakspearo’s decided preference 
for his elder dauglitor Susanna, who was generally known 
and honoured on account of her genuine piety. Her tomb 
stone exj^ressly says : 

“Witty ul)()vo her sexc, Imt Hint’s not all, 

Wise to ISnlv'itinii was j^ood Mihtris ILill, 

Somethin*]: of Sluikspearc was in tlnit, but this 
Wlioly of iliin with whom she is now in bliss.” 

Sliakspeare’s name would scarcely have been so directly 
connected with licrs, if he had been considered an un- 
believer, an atheist or pantheist. Moreover, his will 
commences with tho words: ‘In tho name of God, A] non. 

* Wlien contrasted Avitli tlu\so facts, the tissue of false conclusions 
and hypotheses by wliich A. F. lUo (Shalct^pedre, Am dem franzosiHch<‘u 
iibersetzt von K. /AI, 1804) lias recently eiidcavouied to prove Shak- 
speare’s Catholicisiu, appears so loose and untenable, that it scarcely 
deserves the clever n futaiion with which M. liernaya (Jahrbuch der 
D, Shakspeare- GeselUch., i. 220 if.) has favoured it. 
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I, William Shakspeare do make and ordain tins my List 
will and testament in manner and form following ; that is 
to say : first, I commend my sonl into the hands of God my 
creator, hoping, and assuredly believing, through the only 
merits of Jesus Christ my Saviour, to bo made partaker of 
life everlasting.’ This may indeed have been the general 
and customary flourish for the beginning of a will, and yet 
from a man like Shakspeare the words possess a higher sig- 
nificance ; it is impossible to believe of a man, on whoso 
forehead the genius of true art and poetry, the genius 
of tnith and beauty, has imjnfinted its mark, and who 
enjoyed a perfectly free position which released him 
from all considerations, that ho should have commenced 
his will with a conventional falsehood. 

Everyone will, of course, answer this doubtful question — 
which has long since become a controversy — from his own 
religious point of view. Jbit in whiifiiever way it is 
settled, at all events, a spirit of strict, pure, and impartial 
morality, which strikes all who choose to see it, and 
which first gives the religious sentiments that appear 
now and then their value and an impress of truth, per- 
vades the poems of Shakspeare. It, however, requires 
no proof to show that Shakspeare, even though not 
a good Protestant, was no religious fanatic, no pietis- 
tic hypocrite, but doubtless free from all confessional 
narrow-mindedness. But it is a matter of importance 
to refute the objection of coarseness, immorality and 
godlessness which narrow minds still continue to I’aise 
against him on account of the equivocal jokes, the ob- 
jcctional figures, the nudities and crudities of his repre- 
sentations (wliich, it is true, often enough offend our 
more sensitive feelings of propriety), without considering 
that the question, as to what was allowable in this respect, 
does not depend upon morality, but u])on custom, not 
upon what is moral but u[)on the sense of propriety ; and 
that the dramatic poet is not only justified— in order to 
secure dramatic action for his pieces — but to a certain 
extent obliged to conform to the customs of the times, both 
us regards language and the mode of representation. In 
the reigns of Elizabeth and James, manners were even 
much freer, the licence of wit and fun even much greater 
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than they appear in Shakspeare’s poems, as might be shown 
by numerons facts and as is already proved by the much 
greater licences in which other contemporary poets in- 
dulged. 

If we consider the course of Shakspeare’s life as a 
whole in connection with his moral character, wo find 
it divided into the already mentioned four or five periods, 
and developing into a natural, progressive, organic struc- 
ture, which would jnobably have assumed this form 
and no other, even in the absence of extenial influences. 
After the first youthful indiscretions and their conse- 
quences had been overcome, his external life — according to 
all that we know of liim— passed by very quietly and 
peacefully, even though not without brilliancy and distinc- 
tion. His was a truly poetical life, wholly devoted to 
free creation, and to the ever-advancing development of his 
art. Shakspeare was no minister of state, no professor, or 
any kind of oflicial ; ho was not even a Court poet nor the 
associate of any Academy of arts or learned Society. He 
was simply himself, neither more nor less than apoe/. This 
undisturbed fi*eedom, this independence and contented- 
ness was the foundation of his greatness. Like Sophocles, 
who, in many resi)ects, was his near intellectual kinsman, 
he stood — suj)ported by his art alone — on the boundary of 
two epochs, on the ground of a vigorously advancing 
civilisation, in the midst of a great, noble and highly gifted 
nation. He desired nothing beyond what his art de- 
manded and furnished, nothing but to be able to give loud 
utterance to what ho felt within himself and saw in the 
world around : the beauty and glory of creation, the power 
and fulness of the human mind, the energy and the weak- 
ness of the will, the puri cy and depravity, the courage and 
the cowardliness of the heart — the infinite majesty and the 
baseness of human nature. As Schlogel says of Sophocles, 
while seeking for the purely human, what was highest and 
greatest came to him of its own accord. 

But the poet could not attain what was greatest and 
highest, without himself possessing a great and noble 
nature. ‘Worthy, noble and beloved,’ are without ex- 
ception the epithets with which contemporaries adorn 
lh(^ name of Shakspeare, from Chettle, who is the first to 
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mention his personal celebrit}^ down to Ben Jonson’s eulogy 
to his departed friend. That ho deserved this praise is 
proved by the favour and friendship with which men like 
Southampton, Pembroke, and Montgomery personally 
honoured him. At all events, in spite of the seductive 
companionship of frivolous actors and theatrical poets, in 
spite of the increasing immorality of the metropolis — 
Shakspeare did not lead a very licentitms life ; this is 
attested by the considerable sums which ho gradually laid 
by and spent in the most practical manner. It is also of 
greater importance than is generally supposed that even 
envious malignity could cast no stain upon so brilliant a 
spirit (even though not enviably happy), upon the most 
celebrated poet of his day, the favourite of two crowned 
heads, and the friend and darling of men in high and 
influential positions. Even the very fact of his outward 
life appearing to have passed so noiselessly, so entirely 
uninterrupted by remarkable incidents and events — bears 
witness to the firm and solid stamp of his character, to the 
peaceful, clear and pure air which his soul must have 
breathed. This is the more to be appreciated as, in a 
mind like Shakspeare’s, where together wdth the mighty 
faculties and forces which were so vigorous, sensual nature 
with its desires and passions must have been equally 
powerful. When, in his poems, wo hear the overpowering 
and penetrating sounds of a feeling as deep as it is strong, 
the surging and rushing of the most vehement desires, 
aftections and passions, the over-changing play of a rich 
and glowing iimigination, we cannot but suppose that the 
poet actually experienced all that he describes with such 
vivid truth, or that he at least must have borne the seeds 
of them in his owm breast ; then, in fact, it seems to us 
marvellous that the moral force did, nevertheless, not 
lose its power over him. 

That Shakspeare’s dramas are throughout pervaded by 
a moral spirit — in spite of the fulness of sensual life, in 
Bpite of the power of the passions and emotions which 
they describe— and that the conception of life represented 
Bhows as much earnestness and depth, as pureness of mind, 
will be proved in subsequent chapters. Any direct personal 
lelations cannot how'^ever, be drawn from them except 
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by violent and arbitrary proceedings.* More important in 
this respect are his few lyric poems, more especially Iun 
S onnets. Wo here see distinct traces of the pain and 
struggle it cost him to maintain a moral empire over 
himself. We see how lie summons all his resolution to liis 
aid, how his spirit rose and sank, and again rose on the 
wave of his rich inner life. We hear him exhorting — 

“ Poor soul, tlic centre of my sinful elirtli, 

Fool'd by llmse rebel jK)\vers that tin e army. 

Why dotli tliou pine within, and suifer dearth, 

Paintinf^ thy outward walls so c<»stly j^ay ‘t 
Wliy so larj^^e cost, having sf> short a lease. 

Dost thou upon thy fading mansion spend?’* 

(Sonnet 140.) 

or seeking to arm himself against the rebellious assaults of 
'sinful earth,’ against the tempestuous attacks of sinful 
desire and passion (Sonnet 129), calling “ lust-in action” 

“ Tlic expense of spirit in a waste of shame,’* 

and endeavouring to wean his soul from its seductions by 
such glaring descriptions as : 

“ Perjured, murderous, bloody, full of blame, 

Savage, (.‘xtreme, rude, cruel, not to trust ; 

Enjoyed no sooner, but despised straiglrt ; 

Past reason liunt('<l ; and no sooner had, 

Past reason hated.” (Sonnet 129.) 

We sec how unweariedly ho is in the pursuit of truth, and 
striving in his private life also to bo absolutely true, re- 
cognising eternity in truth alone (Son. 123); and how, 
therefore, witli sharp reproof he drives ‘ the suborn’d 
informers’ from himself and his young friend (Sonnets 
82, 85, 86, 125), asking himself in surprise : 

“ Why is my verse so barren of new pride? 

8o far from variation or quick clian;;e ‘!' 

. Wliy, with the time, do I not glance aside 
To new-found methods and to compounds strange ? 


* How dangerous it is to pretend to take any of Shakspeare’s 
individual characters pre-tjuiineiiily as the reflex of his own character, 
is proved by the very circumstance tliut one critic recognises features 
of the poet’s personal mind and nature in Hamlet, another finds them 
in Prince Heoiy, a third even in Falstafl- 
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Why write I still all one, ever the same, 

And keep invention in a noted svoed V” 

{Sonnet 76.) 

We see that, in general, he was indeed imbued with u 
free, fresh energy of life, sucli as is reflected in most of his 
lyric poems, but that there were hours in which he fell 
ihto melancholy and painful despondency, and in Vvhich 
he complains that ; 

“ My sun one early morn did shine 
With all triumphant 8])Ieiidour on my orow ; 

But out ! alack ! die was but one hour mine,” 

{Sonnet 33.) 

—hours in which he pondered over the transitoriness of all 
human greatness, beauty and splendour (Sonnets 64, etc.). 
Wc*. see also that he was generally, it is true, inspired by 
a(piiet, pure consciousness of his artistic greatness and 
masterly power (Sonnets 55, 00, 63, 65, 81, 101, 107), 
hut that thoi'e were hours in which his works seemed to 
him empty, mean, and worthless, hours in which he gives 
way to ‘ a dream of self despair,’ 

“ Desiring this man’s aH, and that man’s scope,” 

{Sonnet 29.) 

and where he laments that his Muse has not ‘ grown with 
a growing age ’ to bring a ‘ dearer birth,’ where, in short, 
he ‘ in himself could nothing worthy prove ’ (Sonnets 32, 
71, 72). 

Especially interesting are the two Sonnets which stand- 
in direct connection with those already cpioted on p. 228- 
229 ; [ place them here because tliey, more than any 
others, give us a deep insight into JShakspeare’s soul, and 
bear witness to the fact of how high ho jiersonally stood, 
not only above his outward position, but also above his 
own works. 

“ AIhs, ’tis true, I huvo g«mo here and there, 

And made myself a mi»tlcy to the view, 

(jlor’d mine own thoughts, sold elienp what is most dear, 
Made old ofFenees of ailbction new. 

Most true it is, that 1 have looked on truth 
Askance and strangely ; but, by all above, 

These blenches gave my heart another yonth, 

And worse essays prov’d thee my best of love. 

Now all is done, have what shall have no end ; 

Mine appetite I never more will grind 
VOL. I. 


B 
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On newer proof, to try an older friend, 

A God in love, to whom I am confin’d. 

'J'hen give mo welcome, next my heaven the best, 

Even to thy pure and most most loving breast.” 

{Honnet 110.) 

“ Your love ami pity doth the impression fill 
Which vulgar scandal stamp’d upon ray brow; 

For what care I who calls me well or ill, 

So you o’ergn on iny bad, my good allow? 

You nre my all-tlu'-world, and I must strive 
To know my shames and praises from your tongue; 

None else to me, nor I to none alive. 

That my slecl’d sense or changes, right or wrong. 

In so profound abysm I throw all care 
Of otlier’s voiet'H, that my adder's sense 
To critic and to llatterer stopped are. 

Mark how with my neglect 1 do dispense: — 

You arc so strongly in my purpose bred, 

That all the world besides jnethinks are dead.” 

(Sonnet 112.) 

Tlio first of tlioso Sonnets is already met with in 
Jaggard’s pirated edition, wliieli appeared in 1599. ITenco 
it may have bee m written between 1595 and 1598; and 
the second Sonnet, therefore, no donbt also belongs to the 
same period, for it is obviously only tho consoling con* 
elusion^ after a comforting and loving answer from Ins 
friend. As these two Sonnets sliow, Shakspeare’s poems, 
even after 1592, seem still to have experienced various 
kinds of censure and attacks. That he should ‘ have gone 
here and there,’ bcl’ure he hit the right medium, before he 
fully and clearly recognised the truth — whether this 
confession be referred merely to tho youthful indiscretions 
of his life, or even to his youthful productions — is the fate 
of almost all great minds, which can go no other than their 
own way ; and that he should ‘ liave made himself a motley 
to the view,’ ‘ goix'd his own thoughts ’ and ‘ sold cheap 
what is most dear ’ is tho confession of a truly poetic mind, 
which was well aware that his heart’s best blood was 
flowing in his poems, but that the world was incapable of 
appreciating tho best that was oflered to it, and so corrupt 
as to tread upon what was noblest. However, this poetic 
mind at the same time says : ‘ these blenches gave my 
heart another youth — tho eternal youth of art and of 
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love lives in his heart ; — the same poetic mind feels itself 
far above the praise and blame of the blind multi- 
tude, and nothing can move his ‘ steel’d sense ’ but 
the judgment of the noblest and most intellectual ; their 
]ove and friendship he finds to bo the true anchor of his 
life. 

In fact, the love and friendship of noble-minded men 
seems to have been the most invigorating and most re- 
freshing spring of life for Slialcspearo’s soul. They 
perhaps were a compensation for the domestic happiness 
which, either his own fault or misfortune had embittered. 
Of no other poet, of any age or nation, is recorded such an 
ardent love of friendship as is expressed in Shakspeare’s 
Sonnets. They are full of the tendcrest and most touching 
proofs of self-sacrificing devotion ; and genuine friend- 
ship is a sure proof of genuine nobility of soul. Besides 
the young man to whom tlio Bonnets are addressed, 
Shal speare had a number of fjhmds who, as far as we 
know, were entirely worthy of him. lie lived on 
intimate and afteotionate terms Avith his follow actors 
Burbage, Homminge, and Condell; this is proved by his 
will, as well as by their edition of his collected works. 
Augustin Philipps, also a menibei- of the Globe company, 
left liim in his will a thirty-shilling gold piece as a token 
of his esteem and hwe; and John Fletcher — although a 
man of an entirely different nature and a poet of the Ben 
Jonsoii school, was nevertheless on such intimate terms 
with Shakspearo that, as SkotloAvo says, it is not thought 
iiiireasonablo to consider them the joint authors of ‘ The 
Two Noble Kinsmen’ (a Fletclierian tragedy). Shak- 
speare, Ben Jonson and Fletcher, Avere possibly the 
leading members of the club at the Mermaid, which was 
joined by many wits and scholars of the day, such as 
Beaumont, Bolden, Cotton, Carow, Martin and Donne. 
Beaumont, in a letter to Jonson, speaks with delight and 
admiration of “ the words which he heard at the Mermaid, 
so nimble, so full of ethereal fire, as if each had cast all 
kis wit on a single jest.” It cannot indeed be maintained 
that all these were Shakspeare’s friends in the highest 
Sense of the word ; his friends, however, they no doubt 
woie, although it may seem strange that in his poems 
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he has not devoted a word of remembrance or of praise 
to any one of them ; Jonson alone is mentioned in some 
lines at the end of some poems collected by Rob. Chester. 
But in place of this he has raised the most glorious 
monument to friendship in several of his dramatic cha- 
racters (for -instance, Horatio in ‘ Hamlet,’ Kent in ‘King 
Lear,’ etc.), more especially, however, in ‘ The Merchant 
of Venice.’ Besides this, from an already quoted observa- 
tion of Mercs’, wo may safely assume that several of his 
smaller poems addressed to friends, must have been lost. 

At all events, Shakspeare was on very intimate terms 
with Ben Jonson. But this very intimacy has become the 
subject of a great many critical investigations and contro- 
versies, as, naturally, the right understanding of this in- 
timacy is a matter of importance as regards the characters 
of tlio two men. If it ])e true that the first piece which 
Jonson presented to the Globe was about to bo returned to 
the author unexamined, when upon Shakspeare’s recom- 
mendation it was ac(;cpted and performed, this circum- 
stance may have laid tlio foundation of their more intimate 
2)crsonal acquaintance.* After Shakspeare’s death Ben 
Jonson composed the eulogy (to which we have frequently 
alluded) which is ])refixed to the folio edition of Sliak- 
speare’s works, and wliich at the same time is a kind of 
elegy on his departed friend. Jonson also wrote a 
eulogistic inscription under his portrait, and is perhaps 
likewise the author of the laudatory preface to the folio 
edition* Why, therefore, should we not believe him, when 
several years after ^kaks2)eare’s death he affirms that ‘ I 
loved the man and do honour his memory on this side 
idolatry as much as any ’? All that admits of any question 
is how much intrinsic, objective truth may have existed 
in this friendly relation between the two men who, in 
their profession, their aims, and activity, were at the same 
time decided rivals and opponents? Malone and others 
believe that Ben Jonson thoroughly hated and envied 
Shakspeare ; but this reckless accusation of the heart of one 
whose mouth had affirmed the contrary, is manifestly a 

♦ Gifford (JB. Jonson^s IVorhs, Ijondon, 181G, i. p. xliii. ff.) questions 
tliis statement of Rowe’s, but without any reason whatever, as CoUiei 
iLife of Shakspeare) Jias satisfactorily proved. 
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mere conjecture. Gifford,* the excellent editor of Ben 
Jonson’s works, endeavours, on the other hand, with gi‘eat 
partiality to turn everything to the advantage of his 
author. But if we carefully examine all that is known of 
Jonson’s life and character, it is not difficult to discover in 
what his ingenious advocate has erred. In how far Jonson 
was right and at the same time wrong, in his scsthctico- 
critical opposition to Shakspeare, will be more fully dis- 
cussed in the following chapter. Ho was right in so far 
as every new and necessary tendency in the history of the 
human mind is justified in trying to assert itself in oppo- 
sition to all the splendour and glory of the past ; he was 
wrong in so far as ho did not see that the now spirit which 
he represented had in fact already found acceptance in 
Shakspeare’s poems ; and that all which he had thought 
wanting or censured in regard to form, actually existed, 
or was to bo considered an advantage. ITo was also riglit 
in thinking himself three times as learned as Shakspeare ; 
but it is not with erudition that poetry is com])osod, nor 
with more theories that actions are accom])lished. As 
long, therefore, as, in spite of his firm conviction of being 
in the right, he had the worst of it in the contest with 
Shakspeare, no doubt his esteem and a])])r(K*iation of his 
rival was mixed with the bitter fooling tliat injustice was 
being done to himself, a feeling which, in his nature, would 
border very closely upon envy. His intellect might have 
highly valued the great poetic talent as well as the 
personal worth of his rival ; but his love for him was 
probably clouded by a general ill-feeling towards the 
whole position and tendency which Shakspeare represented 
and maintained. This must bo the conviction of every 
unprejudiced mind who, in Jonson’s earlier pieces, reads 
his harsh attacks upon the actors and the poets of the 
popular theatre to which Shakspeare belonged. At a 
later date, however, when Jonson had met with more 
success, this bitter feeling may have become less violent ; 
and when Shakspeare had retired altogether from the scene, 
ijo doubt the love and esteem which Jonson had always 
felt for him may have shown itself in its true clearness 
and purity. As regards Shakspeare’s great and noble dis- 
* Gifford, I.C., i. p. ccli. ff*. 
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position, on the other hand, I feel convinced that he in- 
variably recognised what was able, honourable, and great — 
even though onesided— in Ben Jonson's character, bhak- 
speare, although he was the party assailed, might at a 
later date have had reason to feel annoyed by the in- 
creasing predominance of the tendency which his friend 
represented, but there is not the faintest trace of his 
having suffered himself to be prejudiced against his worthy 
opponent. Whether, however, Shakspeai*e’s warm heart, 
whether a disposition like his, rich in feeling and fancy, 
could have felt itself especially drawn to Ben Jonson’s very 
opposite nature, I am inclined to doubt. Their friendshi]) 
seems in general to have been of a kind similar to that 
which existed between Goethe and Herder, that is, 
founded more upon mutual esteem and upon that mys- 
terious symj)athy which pervades the most jarring differ- 
ences of character and unites all great minds, than upon 
any personal affection. 

How great the internal contrast between their natures 
was, is shown by a trait of character which has been pre- 
served of both men, which, indeed, by many is considered 
as unimportant, but in my oi)inion is so characteristic that 
I cannot pass it over unmentioned, especially as we know 
so little of Shakspeare’s sympathies and antipathies, of 
what ho was personally fond and preferred, and for what 
he possessed the taste and interest. I allude to the very dif- 
lerent relation in which both men stood to music^ the sister 
art of ])oetry. How intensely Shakspearc loved music, 
how highly he appreciated it, hoAV deeply his inmost soul 
was imbued with it, is proved by so many and unequivocal 
passages in his works, that there can bo no question as to 
this predilection, to this characteristic trait of his nature. 
I shall in the lirst place quote the lovely sonnet from ‘ The 
Passionate Pilgrim 

“ If ijfuisic and sweet i)ootry af?ioo, 

As they must necMls,thc sister aud the brother. 

Then must the love be great ’twixt thee and me, 

Because tliou lov’st the one, and ! the other. 

Dowland to thee is dear, whose lu'avcnly touch 
Upon the lute doth ravish human sense ; 

Spenser to me, whoso deep conceit is such, 

As, passing all conceit, needs no defence. 
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Thou lov’st to hear the sweet melodious sound 
That Phoebus* lute, the queen of music, makes ; 

And I in deep delight am chiefly drown’d, 

Whenas himself to singing he betakes. 

One god is god of both, as poets feign ; 

One knight loves both, and both in thee remain.” 

Although the poet here sings from the depths of Iiis own 
heart of the close relationship between poetry and music, 
he still more clearly bears witness to liis intense i)ersonal 
love for music in the 128th Sonnet, wheio he calls his 
beloved herself ‘ my music.* 

How oft, when thou, my music, music playst, 

Upon that blessed wood \vlios(} iiuitioii sounds 
With thy sweet Angers, when thou gently sway’st 
The wiry concord tJiat mine car coiilbuiids. 

Do I envy those jacks,” etc. 

In ‘The Merchant of Venice,’ in the iVimous passage of 
Act V. 1, Lorenzo goes so far as to maintain that nothing 
is 

‘‘ so stoekish, hard, and full of rage, 

But music for the time <lotli change his nature. 

The man that hath no music in himself, 

Nor is not mov’d witli concord of sweet sounds. 

Is fit for treasons, stratigems and spoils ; 

The motions of his spirit anj dull sus night, 

And his alfections dark as lOrcbus: 

Let uo such man be trusted.” 

In a similar and very sigiiificaiit mminor Portia speaks in 
honour of music, when, at the most iiuportaut moment of 
her life, she calls for its assistance : 

“Let music sound, whih* ho doth make his choice ; 

'J’hen, if he lose, he makes a swan-like end, 

Fading in music.” 

Prospero, in ‘ The Tempest,’ causes a ‘ solemn air to be 
played as the. best comforter to an unsettled fancy;’ and 
it is applied for tlie same purpose by the pliysiciaji in 
‘ King Lear,’ to restore harmony in the aged king’s soul. 
Shakspeare weaves musie and song into almost every one 
of his comedies, but also into several of liis tragedies 
Hamlet,’ ‘Othello,’ - King Lear,’ Richard II.,’ etc.), and 
is especially fond of those old plaintive popular songs 
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with which he was so well acquainted, and knew so well 
how to estimate. 

But it was not only a decided preference connected with 
the deeper knowledge of the essthetic value of music, the re- 
presentative of ‘ harmony * par excellence; Shakspeare seems 
also to have possessed, in an unusual degree, the power of 
judging and understanding the theory of music, that upon 
which the performance and execution of music depends. 
In ‘ 'I’ko Two Gentlemen of Verona ’ (i. 2), one of his earliest 
comedies, where the heroine of the play is conversing with 
her maid, there is a passage which enters so fully into the 
manner of how a song should ho sung, that it seems to 
have been inserted intentionally to exhibit the young 
])oot’s knowledge in this branch of the art ; and Burney 
<lraws attention to the fact that the critic, who in the 
scene referred to, is teaching Lucetta Julia’s song, makes 
use of no other expressions, but such as were employed by 
tlie English as termini technici in the profession of music.* 
Perhaps Shakspeare was an acconqdislied musician himself; 
])erliaps he not only discoursed in verse, but occasionally 
gave utterance to the tender sentiments of his excitable 
heart, to tlio stormy emotions of his soul, in the sweet 
notes of music. At all events, as Burney points out— 
his enthusiastic predilection, his })rofound understanding 
and emphatic praise of the high spiritual significance of 
music, is all the more remarkable and characteristic, the 
lower the position occupied in those days by music and 
musical culture in England. 

Ben Jonson in this, as in almost every other respect, 
was a decided (contrast to Shakspeare ; at least we infer 
this from the character of bis works. How little ‘taste 
he, at all events, seems to have ]) 0 ssessed for music and the 
musical form of beauty, is proved even by his expressed 
preference and over-estimation of ancient art, which, in 
its thoroughly plastic cbaiacter, forms a direct contrast 
to the musical form of beauty. In none of his dramas 
does he speak in praise of music, in none do we find 
inserted any of those popular songs which Shakspeare 

* Burney : A General Bidory of Music, etc. London, 1789, iii. 
.386 f. — F. Forster : Shaksyeare u. die Tonkumt^ Jahrbueh d, I)eutsch> 
Shakspeare-Gesellschaft, 1867, p. 175. 
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so frequently introduces.* In Jonson’s works the lyrical 
element is, in fact, distinctly left ii\ the shade, and although 
the so-called masques, of which he wrote so many, were 
in all cases furnished with music, and may ho said to have 
represented our modem vaudevilles , still those verses of his 
which are intended to be accompanied by music are so 
little musical, owing to their frosty allegories and learned 
allusions, etc., that they clearly prove how small must 
have been his understanding of tlio nature of music. 
He, in this respect, represented, as it were, tlie English 
stand-point as regards music, for that tlie English nation 
possess but a very limited degree of taste and talent for 
music, is admitted even by the English themselves. Shak- 
speare, on the other hand, owing to the eminently musical 
feature of his nature, appears related to the German mind; 
for it is as universally acknowledged that, in the domain 
of music and lyric poetry, the palm is due to German art, 
and that these two branches of art especially correspond 
with the mind and character of the German people. 

There is another point in which the contrast between 
the characters of Shakspeare and Bon Jonson seems 
to have been sharp and distinct. Fuller says : ‘ Many 
wore the wit-combats between Shakspeare and Ben Jonson. 
I behold them like a Spanish groat galleon, and an English 
man-of-war. Master Jonson, like the former, was built 
far higher in learning, solid but slow in his performances; 
Shakspeare, like the hitler, less in bulk, but lighter in 
sailing, could turn with all tides, tack about, and take 
advantage of all winds by the (piickness of his wit and 
invention.’ Eowe and Aubrey also extol Shakspearc’s 
very ready and smooth and pleasant wit; Aubrey calls 
it, very appropriately, comic without ridicule, and Avitty 
without affectation. The few examples, however, which 
tradition furnishes in proof of its own truth, give us but 

* Except in his Court tragedy, Cynthia/s Bevels, in wliich nothing 
hut gods and allegorical figures are represented, and Cupid plays the 
principal part — we hut seldom in his pieces meet with songs to be 
snug and accompanied by music, and tlio few that occur (in the 
l^oetaster, Volpone or The Fox, Fpteame or The Silent Woman, The Sad 
Shepherd and The Case is Altered) are exactly of the same stamp as 
the now popular and so-called couplets, that . is, their character and 
subjects are not musico-lyrical, but comico-satirioal. 
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a meagre idea of the most charming gift of conversation 
which wo may lay to the credit of Shakspeare. Only 
one anecdote therefore may be given here, as perhaps, 
accidentally it is more authenlic than the others. Rowe 
and Aubrey relate: ‘that he had a particular intimacy 
with Mr. Combe, an old gentleman noted thereabouts 
for his wealth and usury : it happened, that in a pleasant 
conversation among their common friends, Mr. Combo 
told Shakspeare, in a laiigliing manner, that he fancied 
he intended to write his e])itaph, if he happened to outlive 
him, and since he could not know what might be said of 
him when he was dead, ho desired it might be done im- 
mediately, upon which Shakspeare gave him these four 
lines : 

“ Ten ill llio hundred lies hero ingrav’d ; 

’Tis a hundred to t(;u his soul is not sav’d : 

If any man ask, ‘ Wlio lies in this tomb ? ’ 

‘ Oh ! Oh ! ’ quoth the devil, ‘ ’tis my John-a-Combe.’ ’* 

As the poet’s luuirt kindled readily with the purest 
glow of friendslii]), it was doubtless no less susceptible 
to the troubled flame of love. Shakspeare’s marriage 
continued, indeed, to exist externally, but the internal 
bond had proliably to some extent become weakened, 
after he left Stratford. Tlie free habits of the metropolis 
which he entered as a young man of twenty-two, without 
any one to counsel or befriend him, bordered close upon 
licentiousness as regards the intercourse of the sexes. 
It can thcri.'foro scarcely be wondered at if Shakspeare 
also was led into excesses of all kinds. Yet we know 
only of two individual cases to justify a doubt as 
to the strictly moral (diaracter of his life. Thus Shak- 
speare, on his annual journeys between London and 
Stratford, in passing tlirongli Oxford, was in the habit 
of always lodging at the Crown Jim, and as the hostess 
was a beautiful and intellectual woman, and her husband 
an admirer of Shakspeare and of dramatic art, these visits 
naturally gave rise to all kinds of malicious rumours. 
But oven tradition itself does no more than give vague 
hints and suggestions.* Accordingly this supposed love 

* The frequently-mentioned William Uavenant (subsequently 
William Davciiant), the son of the woman accused of infidelity, is indeed 
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affair was probably nothing more than a per feci ly harm- 
less, poetical diversion, a mutual pleasure which the poet 
felt in the company of an amiable woman and vice versa. 
What would life be without this mutual attraction of 
congenial minds and sympathetic hearts ? 

More doubtful, however, is the singular relation which 
appears to have subsisted between Shakspeare and the 
beautiful woman, to wliom allusion is made in several 
of his Sonnets.* The poet tells us that it was his mis- 
fortune to love, where the loved one j^roved faithless. lie 
as often describes the loveliness and seductive grace of his 
charmer, as her iin worthiness. He says; 

“ For I have sworn thee fair, and thonglit thee bright, 

Wlio art as black as hell, as dark as night,” 

{Sonnet 147.) 

and then says to himself in surprise, 

“ In things right true my heart and eyes have err’d, 

And to this false plague are they now transferr’d.” 

{Sonnet 137.) 

The coquetry and infidelity of the loved one appears also 
to have disturbed the friendly relation existing between 
him and his ‘ sweetest friend,’ for it was he who won 
the love of his lady. This is most clearly expressed in 
Sonnet 144 (in connection with numbers 133 and 134), I 
shall therefore give it entire. 

“ Two loves I have of comfort and despair, 

Which like two spirits do suggest iu(3 still : 

The better angel is a man riglit fair, 

The worser spirit a woman, colour’d ill. 


on one occasion, in the company of good friends and a glass of wine — 
said to have confessed that he considered himself an offspring of 
tile great Shakspeare. lint intimations of this kind bear witness of 
themselves of an impure and frivolous ciiaracter. Davenant himself, 
afterwards a dramatic poet and director of a theatre, of course claimed 
to have great poetical talent, and it may therefore have been very 
acceptable to his vanity to bo regarded as a son of England’s most 
famous drama tic poet, whicli Shakspeare was even in his own day. 
Dyce, Z.C., therefore also rejects his testimony as completely untrust 
worthy. 

* Sonnet 127 ff ; compare also 40-42. 
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To win me soon to hell, my female evil 
Tempteth my bettor angel from my side. 

And would corrupt my saint to be a devil, 

"Wooing liis purity with 'her foul pride. 

And whether that my angel be turn’d fiend, 

Suspect I may, yi‘t not directly tell ; 

But being both from mc', both to each friend, 

I guess one angel in auotlier’s hell. 

Yet this shall I ne’er know, but live in doubt. 

Till my bad angel fire my good one out.” 

(Sonnet 144.) 

Yet even in this case again the poet exhibits the self- 
denying power of liis friendship, he restrains his own 
feelings and takes liis friend back again to his heart with 
the warmest love and increased affection (Sonnets 40-42).* 
But it may now be asked, wlictlier and how far — apart 
from the other Sonnets — real experi(aico, real persons are 
here represented ? Why should not the ]y)et have invented 
all these interesting circumstances ? Why should he not 
perhaps have poetically embellished the unimportant 
occurrence between him and his young friend, and worked 
it out into a small lyrical drama? Beyond all question 
such may have been the case, and yet I am convinced that 
it was not so. All the other sonnets in the collection 
dedicated to Mr. AV. 11. refer, in niy opinion, to actual 
circumstances, relations and events, and only represent the 
continued internal and e^xteriial intercourse between the 
two friends, so that it would be a very arbi trary proceeding 
to detach a single member from the whole, and to trans- 
plant it upon entirely different soil. Besides this, I should 
not like to miss the significant traits of character in the 
life of the great })oct, whi(di these very Sonnets give ns. 
How could Shakspeare liave been Shakspeare, how could 
ho have written his ‘ Korneo,’ ‘ Othello,’ ‘ Antony and 
Cleopatra,’ his ‘ IVlacbeth,’ ‘ liichard HI.,’ his ‘ Merchant of 
Venice,’ and ‘ Measure for Measure,’ had ho not in his own 
life, and in his own breast experienced the power of sensual 
desires, the mighty, mysterious charm of evil? Listen to 
him asking himself in dismay : 

* Altliough these three Sonnets occupy different positions, and stand 
in a different connection, still there can be no doubt to their applying 
to the same circumstance. 
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“ Whence hast thou this booming of things ill, 

That in the veiy refuse of thy deeds 
There is such strength and warrantise of skill, 

That, in my mind, thy worst all best exceeds ? 

Who taught thee how to make me love thee more. 

The more I hear and see just cause of hate ! ' 

{Sonnet 150.) 

This is the magic power of sensual beauty, which is so 
wonderfully described in the old German tales Der getreue 
Echart, and Der Vemishcrg. This is the seductive, the 
apparently •poetical charm of evil; it was this delusive 
appearance of a boundless liberty, this unconcerned 
security and lightness which — free from the fetters of 
the law, — lends the stamp of grace to every movement 
and every expression; it was this which Shakspeare — 
taught by his own experience — wished to hold up as a 
warning to his friend. That ho did this so frankly and 
openly, however, at the same time proves what every un- 
prejudiced mind can read between the linos, that evil had 
indeed seduced, but not enslaved him, that ho had wrestled 
and fought, but that ho conquered in the end. Ho who 
longs for liberty as ardently as Shakspeare does in 
Sonnet 134, has already emancipated himself, and is already 
free. 

Be this however as it may, 1 by no means intend to 
maintain that the description of this love aftair is histori- 
cally true and devoid of all poetical embellishment. But 
as little is it my intention to set up Sliakspoaro as a 
})erfcct hero of virtue ; he in all likelihood was occasion- 
ally weak in that point wIku’o we are all so weak.* Let 
it only bo borne in mind that the passion of love and the 
magic power of beauty arise directly from the susceptibility 
of feeling and imagination which the poet must possess in 
an especially eminent degree, and that consequently the 

* The anecdote (in Collier, lx. from the already mentioned Biary of 
the years 1001-160:^ discovered by him, and probably belonging to one 
of the members of one of the Inns of Court), that Shakspeare once 
anticipated and represented his friend Burbage in an assignation, 
Bounds somewlint fabulous, and has merely the value of an anecdote. 
Still, it comes from a source, against which we can aver nothing, 
because we know nothing, and hence it may contribute a minimum to 
the half-proofs of what has been said above. 
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poet is more exposed to siKjh temptations than other sons 
of Eve. Besides which, wo must take into consideration 
the natural affection of highly gifted women for artists and 
poets, into whose arms they have frequently thrown them- 
selves of their own free will. Lastly, the age in which 
Shakspearo was affected by this weakness, was just the 
very brilliant and most joyful period of his life, the time of 
a poetic intoxication, in which all the chords of his being 
wore vibrating at their utmost stretch, and every pulse 
throbbing violently with vital energy and love of life.* 
Let the stern moralist, therefore, judge humanely, and let 
the individuality of the accused bo taken into considera- 
tion; otherwise justice and its verdict will fall asunder in 
dead abstraction. 

Shakspeare’s moral chfiracter, the depth and fulness of 
his ideas, the power of his ci'eativo imagination, were no 
doubt supported by a corresp(mding degree of mental cul- 
ture, and fulness of hnowledge. The old prejudice that his 
was an uncouth, unrefined ])oetical nature, has long since 
been recognised to be a [)r(‘judice even by English critics, 
and indeed it rested upon too slender foundations. In the 
first place ninny wcjre influenced by the sJiarp reproaches 
raised by Ben Jonson and others of his stamp, against 
Shakspeare’s want of learning, knowledge and culture, 
without considering that, between the Jonsonian erudition 
and common ignorance, there are a great number of very 
respectable intermediate stages. Ben Jonson might from 
his point of view be j)erfe- tly justifled in maintaining that 
Shakspeare understood little Latin and still less Greek ; 
and yet it is no contradi(d.ion when Aubrey, who like 
Bowo collected current stories, anecdotes and characteristic 
traits about yiiaksjieare — reports that he understood Latin 
pretty well. The former judged by a strictly philosophical 
standard, the latter by the gimoral standard of educated 
men. 'Shakspeare may, aceordingly, have been quite well 
able to read the Latin poets and prose writers in the 
original, without our attributing a falsehood to Ben Jonson ; 
for there is a wide differonco between the mere under- 

* That this love affair took place aoout 1590 is proved by the fact 
that the 138th Sonnet is already met with in laggard’s edition of the 
Passionate Pilgrim of 1599. 
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standing and the thorough scientific knowledge of a 
language. The same was unquestionably the case in 
regard to his acquaintance with the French, and perhaps 
also the Italian language. As regards the former, 
‘Henry V.* alone furnishes an ample proof, which 
Drake * has completed from various other quarters. I'hat 
it must have been an easy task to a mind like Shabspeare’s 
to acquire a sufficient knowledge of Italian to read and 
understand it, is at once obvious from its close affinity 
to Latin and French ; and that he did learn it, seems in 
so far very probable, as the subjects of many of his pieces 
are drawn from Italian novels, and he must have soon 
discovered of what advantage to his i)oetical activity, 
would be the knowledge of a language whose literature at 
that time was the richest in the world. G. A. Brown j* 
has compared the earlier works of IShakspearo (such as 
‘The Two Gentlemen of Verona’ and others) with ‘ The 
Merchant of Venice,’ ‘ Othello,’ ‘The Tempest,’ and ‘ Much 
Ado about Nothing,’ and endeavoured to prove that Shak- 
spoare must himself have been in Italy before writing 
‘The Merchant of Venice’ (in 1597), by showing that in 
the play there occur such special, correct and accurate de- 
SGiiptions of Italian localities, manners and customs, as 
could only have been written by an eye-witness. He also 
draws attention to the fact that not only are the individual 
Italian phrases that occur every now and again, perfectly 
correct, but that the story from the Pecorone, which Shak- 
speare makes use of in the ‘ The Merchant of Venice,’ has 
not boon found to exist in any contomporancous English 
translation. Moreover J. L. Klein J has recently pointed 
out with absolute certainty from some scenes in ‘ Romeo 
and Juliet’ that Sliakspearo must have read Hadriana^ a 
tragedy by an Italian named Groto, and consequently, 
that he not only understood Italian, but was acquainted 
with Italian literature. 

Still it remains doubtful how far Shakspeare’s philo- 
logical knowledge may have extended ; but even the 

• I. 54 f. 

Shakspeare's Autobiographical Poems, etc. London, 1838, pp 

^ Oesohichte des Dramas, vol. y. 
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dullest pedant must admit that he could be a great poet 
without being a philologist, and therefore we may agree 
with Dr. Farmer in assuming that he understood no 
Greek, little Latin and Italian, and not much more 
Frencli, even though Farmer, in his admired * Essay on 
the Learning of Shakspearo,’ has in fact only proved that 
Theobald’s, Warburton’s, and Upton’s inadequate testi- 
monies prove little or nothing to the contrary. At all 
events, it was unjust, because of some geographical, 
historical and chronological inaccuracies to accuse him also 
of the grossest ignorance of facts. It no doubt may seem 
strange to English and German scholars that Shaksj)eare 
in one of his fantastic comedies (‘The Winter’s Tale’) 
should make Bohemia a maritime country, accessible to 
ships from Sicily, and liaphael’s great pupil Julio Romano 
(who died scarcely t^v'onty years l)eforo Shaks])eare’s birth) 
a contemporary witli the Delphic oracle, Theseus and 
Hippolyta (in ‘ I’hc Midsummer Night’s Dream ’) with 
Oberon and Titania; Aristotle (in ‘ Troilus and Cres- 
sida ’) witli Ilcctoi’ and the Trojan heroes ; that, in another 
similar comedy (‘As You Like It’) ho fills the Ardennes 
Forests witli the lions and serpents of Africa ; that ho 
sends Prince Hamlet to the Fniversity of Wittemberg, 
which was founded several centuries after his death; that, 
in ‘ Homy \'I,’ ho should make Richard, Duke of Glou- 
cester, speak of the yet unlxirn Machiavelli, and in fact, 
that ho causes, not only Hamlet’s Danes, not only King 
Lear, Macbeth, and Henry V., but also his Romans and 
Greeks, to speak and act in the very spirit of the sixteenth 
century, of gun}»owdcr, c.innons, ju’intcd books, etc. And 
it is very possible tliat Shakspeare knew little or nothing 
about Bohemia ; for does mA K. Greene, the M.A. of 
Cambridge and Oxlbu’d, in hi.s story of Durastus and 
Fawnia— upon which ‘The Wintcjr’s Talo’ is founded— 
likewise speak of Boliemia’s sea-coast ; and the subsequent 
Prime Minister of France, the Duke do Luines, when 
ambassador in Bohemia, enquired when there, whether the 
kingdom was an inland territory or situated on the sea; 
in fact geography not tauglit in those days, and was 
only a subject of private study. Nevertheless it is still 
very doubtful whether Shakspeare did not intentionally 
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insert these supposed proofs of schoolboy ignorance, in 
order at once to place the spectator in the proper point of 
view, in order, that is, to intimate that his poems had 
their roots in the free, shifting soil of fancy, that they 
were not intended to represent common reality, but life in 
a different aspect, from a different point of view and in a 
different light, in short, to raise the spectator above the 
work, worry, anxiety and all the small interests of daily 
life, into the sunny regions of poetry. 

The intentions, however, which Shakspeare carries out 
in ‘Hamlet’ — whatever they may have been — could 
obviously be realized only by Hamlet being of as lofty and 
meditative a mind, struggling for freedom of thought and 
action, as he appears in Shakspeare, but which he could 
not possibly appear in the old northern story, of which 
he externally reminds us. This is why Hamlet was lifted 
out of his real lifetime and why a more civilised period 
is made the basis of the drama ; this is why Hamlet studies 
at Wittemberg, the most enlightened university of the 
sixteenth century and the champion in the struggle against 
the attempts of Catholicism to suppress freedom of thought 
and faith. Poetry, as already remarked, is wholly in- 
different about mere outward times ; it concerns itself only 
with the inward time, that is, with the character of the 
times ; and this is strictly observed in ‘ Hamlet,’ in ‘ King 
Lear,’ in ‘Macbeth’ and in all his plnys. It is some- 
what similar as regards the other anachronisms; when 
Hector appeals to Aristotle, Sliakspearo very likely only 
meant this ludicrous passage to ridicule the equally un- 
founded and ludicrous passages from Aristotle, which Ben 
Jonson and the learned critics of his stamp, perpetually 
had on their lips. And when Hichard III. alludes to 
Machiavelli’s Principe, it is very possible that the poet 
merely wished, in poetical brevity, to give a name which 
would at once characterise the matter spoken of. Tyranny 
aiid political selfishness have existed at all times, but it 
w Machiavelli who has drawn the maxims of such a policy 
With the sharpest and most characteristic strokes His 
name, therefore, stands merely as the representative of the 
the name itself being of as little importance to 
poetry, as all mere names. 

VOL. I. 
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Shakspcare, at all events, knew his public ; he did not 
require to excuse himself to the great multitude for having 
allowed some historical and geographical errors to creep 
in. He perhaps also wished to inform enlightened men 
and scholars, that he was not acting the part of an his- 
torian, but the part of a poet of history, hence, that he did 
not heed individual and temporary truth, but the general, 
poetical truth of history, that, in fact, he had no inten- 
tion of describing Danes, Scotchmen, Komans, Frenchmen, 
and Italians of any definite period, but men such as they 
are at all times, and moreover in such colours and outlines 
as would be perfectly familiar and intelligible to his 
juiblic, and thus produce the greatest effect upon them. 
Besides this, Shakspearc might, in his day, take liberties 
which could now, no longer be c(mceded to a poet. For in 
those times more was not demanded of the drama— except 
by the small circle of scholars by profession — than what 
it could and ought to afford, that is, a lively excitement 
of the feelings and imagination, and recreation to the 
spirit, by raising it above common reality into a sphere 
where the poetical powers of nature and of the human 
mind, predominahj. Accordingly, in order to attain the 
greatest possible dramatic effect, all means were considered 
allowable, every blunder in history, geography, and chro- 
nology was granted if only the thing, the situation, the 
person in (picstion, wer<i thereby clearly defined, accurately 
c^racterised. That Sliaksi)eare in this sense, intentionally 
indulged in such blunders, is intimated by himself, when 
he makes the foul in ‘King Lear’ address the learned 
carper with tin; evidently satiriwil words ; ‘ This pro- 
jjhocy Merlin shdl m.ake ; for I live before his time.* 

In truth ISliJikspeare’s practical knowledge was very 
extensive for those times, as Drake has proved with cer- 
tainty. He shows *' tliat Sliakspeare had read a great deal 
of the Italian and Frencli literature of the day, that he 
was very well acquainted with the best known Latin and 
(ireek authors, and that, in all probability, he had also 
studied critical works, such as Wilson’s ‘Ehetorio’ and 
others. He likewise shows f that Shakspeare was equally 
well read in the chronicles and histories of England as 
♦ Lx., i. 473 f. t I. 484 f. 
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well as in those of classical antiquity, and us intimately 
acquainted with Pliny’s ‘Natural History,’ as with Bat- 
man’s ‘ Gothic Pliny,* which is an imitation of the former. 
Lastly, be points out * how well versed Shakspeare was 
in the overflowing abundance of songs, romances, ballads, 
and stories, which had been introduced into England by 
translations, from all the different European countries, 
and were current among the people. He was equally 
familiar with the language and subjects of the Old and 
New Testaments, as has been recently pointed out,f for 
almost every page of his writings contains expression?;, 
similes, comparisons, etc., from the Scriptures. But 
it was not merely from books that kShakspeare drew his 
knowledge of nature, of life, and of history. He was not 
merely what every great poet is, a keen, attentive observer 
of nature, but, in his works there occur so many technical 
expressions belonging to the difterent trades of common 
workmen, as well as of those appertaining to the business 
of educated men — more 08 ])ecial ly such an intimate ac- 
quaintance with jurisprudence ami the forms of its prac- 
tical application — that they have furnished English critics 
vrith material enough to establish mure definitely those 
traditions, which aver that 8hakspeare lent his hither a 
helping hand in his wool-trade, in glove-making, and in 
the slaughtering of calves, and that Alalono came to the 
conclusion that Shakspeare, in his youth, must have worked 
for some time in an attorney's ufiice. Others, owing to 
his singular aciiuaintance with the state of the medical 
profession in his day, have conjectured that if he did not 
himself study medicine, he, at all events, must have been 
on intimate terms with doctors and apothecaries. But he 
seems likewise not to have been nnact|uaiiited wdth philo 
sophical questions and enquiries ; for there was recently 
discovered in the British Museum, a copy of J. Florio's 
translation of Montaigne’s Essais^ published in the year 
1<308, which bears Shakspeare’s name in his own hand- 
anting together with the date 160d. Moreover a passage 
‘The Tempest’ (II, i,), which is taken almost word lor 
* I. 591 f. 

londou ’ Shakespeare's Knotoledge and Use of the Bible 
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word out of the thirtieth chapter of the first book of the 
Essais, proves that Shakspeare not only procured the 
work of this most ingenious French philosopher of the 
sixteenth century, but that ho had himself studied it. 

If in conclusion, we ask, what Shakspeare owed to his 
circumstances in life, to his nation and his age, we have 
here again to answer, little, and yet much. Little, in s(» 
far as he boro within his own bosom what was best and 
highest, kept it pure and refined, tended it carefully, and 
developed it rigorously. Much, in so far a«, in the first 
place, his j^iorsonal circumstances — which resulted directly 
from youtliful indiscretions, and led him to London—- 
were very favourable for the development of his poetic 
genius. The rich, diversified life of the metropolis gave 
iiim opportunities for studying the world and mankind, 
for gathering experience and knowledge, and for satis- 
fying heart and mind with the fulness of existence. His 
free position opened up to him a boundless horizon, an 
unclouded view into tlio whole breadth and depth of the 
])resent, whereas the tliought of wife and child, and a 
lielpless father, laid upon him the necessary check, and 
]n’evented him from losing himself in the midst of this 
freedom. 'I'lio })overty which at first oppressed him, no 
doubt strung and strengthened his mental faculties. For- 
tune had denied liiin hereditary distinction in life, he had 
to toil and struggle for whatever of the world’s glory he 
wished to call his own. This, however, did not cause 
him to wither in that passionate selfishness, wilfulness, 
<lefiance, and ai rogance, which darkened the soul of Lord 
Byron, and veiled true l)eauty^ fnjin his eyes in a troubled 
cloud ; {Shakspeare did not sink into that broad, contem- 
plative ease, which lives for self alone, and is so apt to lay 
hold of those that are fortunate and to prevent their best 
works from attaining the highest degree of greatness, 
power, and solidity, because it is toil and effort only, 
which develop, strengthen, and steel the energies of man. 
\Vhilo Shaksj)eare, in endeavouring to work his way up- 
wards, probably spent his days in peaceful yet energetic 
activity for his profession, ho at the same time obtained, 
through the acquaintance of distinguished men of al 
ranks — moie especially his friendship with historical 
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characters, such as the Earl of Southampton, Pembroke, 
and Montgomery, who took part in the events of their age 
— a direct and vivid insight into the questions, ideas, and 
tendencies, which agitated the times, and into the hidden 
springs of history and politics — an insight of which no 
study could supply the place to a poet. Even the, pro- 
bably, never quite settled dispute with his learned friend 
Ben Jonson, was doubtless of some advantage to him ; for 
the sharp censure of the critic may have washed off many 
a blemish from his poems, which, however, Shakspeare 
himself never regarded as perfectly finished, but was ever 
revising and correcting. 

How much the spirit and character of the age, the 
mighty advance of the English nation under Elizabeth, 
customs and mode of life, etc., may have contributed to the 
development of Shakspeare’s genius, I have already inti- 
mated at the commencement of Book II. And yet Shak • 
speare stands in a very different relation to his age than, 
for instance, Calderon, Goethe, Schiller, Tieck, and others, 
do to theirs ; and this is a circumstance which has hitherto 
been almost entirely overlooked. 'Iho latter, in their 
works, more or less adopt the npecial ideas, the prevailing 
tendencies and aims, views and interests of their nation 
and age, and reflect these with a poetical halo. Shak- 
speare, on the other hand, allows only the general spirit of 
the age to influence him ; he, in all cases, adopts from his 
age and nation only what is common to all men, and is 
influenced only by it. This, it is true, he represents in 
the colours and contours of his nation and age ; for that 
which is common to all men requires a definite outline 
and a concrete form, in order to bo artistically pK)rtrayed. 
But, on the other hand, we find scarcely a trace of tin. 
specidlf one-sided tendencies which prevailed in the Eng- 
land of the sixteenth century. Shakspeare as compared 
with Goethe stands in a. position diametrically opposed to 
the latter in his relation to his own time. For while tlie 
latter* describes special features of the pdiysiognomy (»f 
his day, under essentially general forms, Shakspeare in- 
variably clothes what is common to all men, in the special 
forms of the life of his century and nation. And whereas 

* Die natilrliche TocMer^ Den Au/geregieny Der Groes-CopfitUy etc 
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Goethe adopts, and in himself, lives through the essence 
and spirit, as well as the individual motives of the hurry 
and pressure of the present, and works these out into 
poetical compositions, Shakspeare stands on a free height 
above them, and is ai)parently wholly uninfluenced by 
them. 

Even the great discord between Catholicism and Pro- 
testantism, which at that time still affected all minds, is 
scarcely alluded to (em])hatically at least) by a single 
word in any of his works that are acknowledged to be 
genuine ; the struggle itself he has not taken up at all in 
his works. As little did it occur to him to make the ever- 
increasing moral, ecclesiastical and political differences 
between the ruritans and the adherents of the Episcopal 
Church, the subject of one of liis dramas, or to make use of 
them as motives ; scarcely can any covert allusions to them 
be detected. In a ])oliti(!al r(‘S])cct ho indeed follows the 
general current of love and admiration for Elizabeth ; he 
is monarchical in his sentiincnis, and his reverence for 
the divine riglit of Injreditary majesty is undisguisedly 
expressed in several of his pieces. And yet he has not 
made use of the existing and rising political differences 
manifest in tlie j)ublic life of his day, for any one of his 
I'/oems. It is only the general idea of the state in its 
moral significance, and in its different forms, the nature 
of monarchy and cliivahy, of aristocratic and popular 
goveinment that he lias attempted to portray in some of 
his historical dramas, d'here are, of course, jokes about 
and allusions to many of tlio tendencies of the age, to 
traits of character, ideas and ojiinions, manners and cus- 
toms of the jicojile, but no entire poem is ever founded 
upon them.* It is cmly as regards his art, more especially 
the new form which Ben donson and his successors attemp- 
ted to introduce into dramatic ]>oetry, that ho has made 

* Ilis Ilamlei, for iristauct*, h<'( ins to contain references to the life and 
rliuiacter of James 1., as K. Sillx^rscldug (in Prutz^s 1859, 

i. ,504 f. 808 f. ; 1800, i. 132 f.) has ijointed out. Hamlet, in fact, is 
especially rich in allnsums to the culture, latiguage, spirit, and 
chaiaotor of the time in winch it was written. Compare, B. Tschi* 
scliwitz : Shahspeare'e Hamlet in seinem Verhdltnus zur Oesamnit- 
lilduuy, eta., der Elisabeth iechm Etit ; Halle, 1807. 
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an exception. In this respect, more than one of his pieces 
has the intention of combating the new and of defending 
the old, but always only as a secondary object. The 
actual poetical intention invariably rises far above it, and 
possesses an entirely general interest, as may be seen in 
‘ Troilus and Cressida,’ which play I have principally had 
in view, in making these remarks. Thus in this respect, 
also, his poems retain the quiet, virgin purity, the pleasing 
absence of all design, and the lofty, ideal independence, 
which, from all we know of Shakspeare, also distinguished 
his personal character. 
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BOOK III. 

SHAKSPEARE’S DRAMATIC STYLE IN RELATION TO 
THAT OF HIS CONTEMPORARIES. 


CHAPTER I. 

THE GREENE-MARLOWE OR SHAKSPEARIAN SCHOOL. 

A. Mundaiji E. Chettle, Thomas Eeywood^ Dekher^ Haughton 
and Day, 

The character of a poet is historically dependent partly 
upon the state of the development of the art upon which 
he enters, partly u])oii the character of his nation and 
century. In the preceding portion of my work, 1 have 
endeavoured to characterise Shakspeare from both points 
of view. And yet in the case of a genuine poet these in- 
fluence his poetic peculiarity only in so far as they are the 
conditions and levers of the development of his human in- 
dividuality. As a man, like every other organic member 
of his nation, and its history as a whole, he is subject to 
the conditions of every human existence. As a poet, on 
the other hand, the greater he is, the more independent he 
will appear of the special, one-sided interests, tendencies, 
and ideas of his age, the higher he will soar above the 
special development of art which he found existing, and 
the more clearly will the eternal idea of beauty, the 
general nature of art and poetry be reflected in his works. 
The great artist belongs to dll times and to all nations ; 
this imperishahleness and general truth of his creations-— 
the bign of his greatness— is, so to say, the actual kernel 
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of his works, and accordingly, if it is to be correctly per- 
ceived and correctly estimated, must be specially brought 
forward and separated from the perishable shell which en- 
closes it. The manner in which Shakspeare —in accordance 
with his individuality — conceives the spirit and nature of 
poetry as opposed to the character of the sixteenth cen- 
tury, of the English people, and of the prevailing con- 
ditions of art, the peculiar form in which the idea of 
beauty, and the conception of dramatic art is expressed in 
himself, and in his works— this he is in his inmost nature, 
this is the poetical genius of Shakspeare. 

He is out-and-out a dramatic poet, as is proved even by 
the few non-dramatic works of his, wliich we possess. For 
in his lyric pieces, the 164 Sonnets, and the small collec- 
tion under the title of ‘ The Passionate Pilgrim,* he not 
merely unfolds his own personal character, he not merely 
depicts the state of his own heart, but as distinctly the 
character of those (real or fictitious) persons to whom the 
poems are addressed ; it is only in describing his relation 
to them, that his own individuality is set forth. These 
Sonnets, moreover, are to a ceitain extent of an opigram- 
iLatical nature, rich in play upon words and antitheses, in 
wit and humour, are also, it is true, distinguished by the 
pure poetical eflusions of sentiment and the harmonious 
echo of external life in the susceptible nature of the poet — 
of which the essence of lyrical poetry consists — but still 
more by a fulness and depth of t bought and reflection. 
The poems argue so much ami m often, that many of 
them are more like fipeeclies tliaii lyrical Sonnets ; nay, most 
of them might be called diaIo<jicaI, in so far as the remarks 
and counter-remarks, the nuixims and opinions, as well 
as the whole peculiarity of the ])crsori to whom they are 
addressed, are invariably heard with the rest. Hence they 
can be understood tmly in the internal connection by 
which they are linke<l together; taken singly, most of 
them would appear obscure. His otlier smalier iToems, 
‘ Venus and Adonis,’ ‘ The Kapo of Lucrece,* and ‘ A Lover’s 
Complaint,* which have unjustly been termed epical — they 
iJiight far more proi)erly bo called idyllic (i.o., eidyllion, in 
the ancient and original sense of tho word, a small poetical 
picture in narrative verse) — are so dramatic in design, 
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colour, and composition, tliat they seem to require nothing 
but dialogue, to be transferred into another doftaain of 
poetry. Lastly the fourteen strophes of four and six lines 
recently discovered by Collier among the MSS. at Bridge- 
water House,*— which are subscribed with the initials 
W. Sh., and probably intended as a kind of lottery — and 
the two epitajdis upon Sir I'hom. Stanley — which, ac- 
cording to Diigdiilo, were written by Shakspearo,! and 
which to judge from form and character were probably 
written by him — may be reckoned among the small gems, 
which occasionally issued from his great poetical laboratory. 

Now in order correctly to estimate Shakspoare’s style, 
that is, the manner in wliicli lie conceived and carried out 
his ideas of dramatic art, and the peculiar form in which 
his works j)reseut it to us, we must, in the first place, 
understand tlie ])roblem wliieh the condition of art in his 
day placed before him, and tlimi ascertain the position 
which his associates and fellow-labourers occupied in re- 
gard to the common goal ; further wo shall have to ex- 
plain the manner in wlii<*h he himself endeavoured to 
solve the great ])roblem, and, lastly measure his artistic 
activity by the liigbest standard of all art, thus ascertain- 
ing how much art was prom(»ted by liis solution of the 
problem. It is only after having done this, that wo shall 
be able to decide whether vShakspe.‘ire was more than a 
mere talented man, even though ever so groat. For mere 
talent can be C'.stimat<‘d only in connection with the his- 
torical development from which it arose, only by being 
compared with what othei’s accomplished contempora- 
neously, that is, only by a relative standard; otherwise wo 
should be doing it an injustice. Genius, on the other 
hand, has the right to deiuuiid that it shall not be judged 
only by the standard (if its day and the natural state of 
art, but also l)y tlie external ideal of all art, and the right 
to demand that it shall lie classed with the greatest heroes 
of all times and of all nations. 

The problem which was set before the poets of the 
Shakspearian ago, i.e., before the successors of Poole, 

• New Particulars regarding the Works of Shakespeare. Loudon, 
1836, pp. 61, 61 f. 

t Byte, p. 109. 
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Greene, and Marlowe, we have become acquainted with 
from the historical part of our first Book. What we 
there said, may be repeated here in a few words : their 
task was to blend the rtmimtico-fantostico-ideolistic cha- 
racter which still clung to art from the Middle Ages, 
with the rational realistic^ historical spirit of modern times 
into one organic whole, and to find for this subject, its 
adequate dramatic form of art. For if the drama is the 
poetical delineation of the Inshaical life of man, then poetry 
could no longer, as in the Middle Ages, be allowed to move 
in an ideal world beyond this— whether it were in that 
of the past which belongs to tlie epos, or in that of the 
future which is tangible only in a lyrical form ; it was 
the present^ that is, natural and historical life in its 

internal, poetical character, that had to l)e grasped and 
raised into its ideal, that had to bo brought into its 
appropriate, artistic form. History, however, can as little 
be poetically reflected unless, with the ])rophetic eye of 
fancy, it is found to contain an ideal object and an ideal 
agent for its movements, as it can be descri])ed in a really 
historical form, unl(‘ss it is regarded with tlic eye of sober 
realistic understanding, and exliibits the common, natural 
forces which are at work in it. 'I’he artistic form which 
waste correspond with a subject pocdical as well as his- 
torical, i.e., with tlie true eouce])tiun of the drama, had 
accordingly not merely to fulfil all the demands of art and 
of the idea of heauiy, but at tlie same lime also to realize 
all the claims of history, of real historical truth. This form 
could he discovcre<l only by a mi ml wliich not merely 
bore within itself the full wealth of a truly poetic, ideal 
conception of tlie world, but also the true understanding 
of actual, historical lifi*. Our whole cmpiiry, accordingly, 
reduces itself to the simple question : in how far did tlie 
poets of the Shaksjieariau age sueeeed in laying hold of 
this form, and how near, or liow far, were they from this 
goal? 

In order to answer this (juostion wo must distinguish 
Well between two diverging tendencies, or Schools among 
hio poets of IShaks})eare's time : the one attached itself 
^ore closely to the traditional form of art and hence held 
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more directly to the spirit of the Middle Ages ; the other, 
on the contrary, turned more to the spirit of modern times, 
and hence stood in opposition to the earlier tendency and 
its further development. Although but few minds may 
have been conscious of this discord, it existed neverthe- 
less as becomes evident upon a closer examination of the 
dramatic literature of the time. We shall for brevity’s 
sake call the first tendency the Greene-Marlowe or, as 
Shakspeare at first attached himself to it, the Shakspearian 
School ; the second, tlie Ben Jonson School, as it more 
especially arose with him. The former included most of 
Shakspeare’s older contemporaries who were about the 
same age as himself, such as Anthony Munday, Henry 
Chettle, Thomas Dekkcr, Thomas Hey wood, Drayton, Day, 
and others; the latter included most of his younger 
contemporaries, and probably also recruited itself with 
deserters from the older one. Among their number, be- 
sides their leader, I more especially include Beaumoni 
and Fletcher, Massinger, Ford, Nath. Field and others, 
31idway between both Schools, at first standing by the 
Shakspearian, subsequently more or less decidedly in favoui 
of the Jonsonian School, wo might place Chairman, Middle- 
ton, William Bowlcy, Marston, Webster, and others. But 
in general features, even Beaumont, Fletcher and Massin- 
ger, now and then come ])retty close to the Shakspearian 
style, for, naturally the boundaries between the two 
Schools cannot be drawn with mathematical accuracy. 

Of the above named p(^ets of the Greene-Marlowe School, 
A. Munday and Henry Chetth (tho former bom in 1553, 
the latter probably not much later) are indeed about ten 
years older than Shakspeare, but he was survived by both, 
by the former certainly, and by tho latter probably, by 
several years. They at first attached themselves directly 
to Greene’s, and resj)ectively to Marlowe’s style. At least 
Chettlo’s ‘Hoffman,’ a tragedy founded upon a politico- 
criminal story, the scene of which is laid in Germany, 
bears a strong resemblance to Marlowe’s conception of tho 
tragic ; the same delight in infamous deeds and horrors, 
the same exaggerations in tho delineation of character and 
in the action, the same inclination to the unnatural, in shoi t, 
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almost all Marlowe’s defects, but not all his excellencies. 
Munday’s * Downfall of Robert, Earl of Huntingdon,’ etc./ 
on the other hand, seems very much of the same style as 
K. Greene’s best pieces. It is furnished with a great 
variety of deeds, events, changes of fortune, etc., which 
appear arranged one by the side of the other, more in an 
epic than a dramatic stylo, overladen with action, all is 
more in the manner of a sketch than fully developed ; 
even the emotions and passions can scarcely get in a 
word, and express themselves as briefly as possible. In 
the same way the characters are only indicated, and show 
their peculiarities far more in what they outwardly do 
and suffer than by what they utter from the inner life of 
their souls ; in this manner of characterisation, however, 
they are delineated with a firm hand, and consistently 
maintained. The whole piece is pervaded by the ro- 
mantico-poetical fragrance of a forest-silence where (with 
the exception of the first scenes) the whole piece is played. 
This fragrance, that is, the tone of mind called forth by 
a chivalrous life in the forest and chase — seasoned with 
all kinds of adventures — is, as it were, the soul of the piec*e, 
the mood from which it has arisen, and which it again 
awakens in the soul of the spectator. Not a trace of any 
profounder view can be discovered. 

Another drama of ^Miinday's —the continuation of the 
one printed under the title of ‘ The Deatli of Robert, Earl 
of Huntington, with the lamentable Tragedio of chaste 
Matilda,’t likewise printed in 1601 , but juobably written 
later than the latter, and in conjunction with Chettle — pre- 
sents a somewhat different character. It is dramatically 
more effective, more fully developed, does not consist 
merely of action, but also contains sentiment, passion and 
thought; the characters are more fully and sharply drawn, 
and more perfectly worked out; tlic language is freer, the 
blank verse more regular, more rhythmical, more sonorous. 
I think that both action and characterisation show traces of 
the influence of Shakspearc’s genius. As regards the com- 
position, however, it is decidedly inferior to his first piece. 

* Printed in Loudon, 1001, but doubtless much older than the first 
print. Reprinted in Collier’s Five Old FlaySy etc. 

t Reprinted in Collkr, Ic, 
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For in reality, as even the title intimates, it is divided 
into two perfectly distinct dramas, and of these the second 
again into two separate halves, inasmuch as the first act 
represents the tragic death of the Earl of Pluntington, and 
the last four acts describe, partly the misfortunes of his 
wife ‘ the beautiful and chaste Matilda,’ partly the story 
of the family Bruce, more especially that of Lady Bruce 
and her youngest son, a story which is a mere external 
appendage to the play. Thus while the general tone in 
the ‘ Downfall ’ gives the whole an internal and, so to 
speak, an invisible unity and diffuses a pleasing harmony, 
nay, a certain gracefulness over the movement of the action, 
in the latter case, the whole is torn asunder and patched 
up. Munday and Chettle were obviously incapable of 
combining the more powerful, more violent and shriller 
tones of mental life — when affecte<l in its inmost depths by 
tragic pathos — into the trichord of a fundamental note ; 
the tragic powers which they had unfettered, but were 
incapable of controlling, burst the delicate bonds of the 
beauty of form. 

Like Munday, Thomaa Heymod — that extremely popu- 
lar dramatist, who during his poetical career, within 
about forty years (from loOd-KjJld), as he himself 
says,* ‘had either an entire liand or at least a maino 
finger amongst two hundred and twenty dramas,’— ex- 
hibits a certain mental atliiiity to K. Greene. And yet 
he may be regarded as the chief representative of the 
earlier or Sliakspearian School, if IShakspearo fas must 
necessarily be donej is separated from the School to whicli 
he stood nearest, and is })laced above bo‘h parties. For 
while the common small-ware wliich Heywood brought 
to the theatrical market for daily use, suffers from the 
same carelessness and superficiality, from the same defects 
of diction, composition and eharacjterisation, as are found 
in most of Greene’s ])ieces — without ever possessing their 
merits in the same degree — his lietter works are distin- 
guished not only hy greater depth and intensity’' of feeling, 
t)ut prticularly by a more earnest striving after an 
organic rounding-off of the material, and a higher form 

* Preface to his KnyHsh Traveller ^ 1033. In Collier*? 0 F. being « 
Continuation, etc., vl , 108. 



THE GBSENE-MABLOWE SCHOOL. 


271 


CHAP. I.] 

of the composition ; in this ho rises above Greene’s stand- 
point. Thus, for instance his ‘ Edward IV.,’ which was 
printed in 1 600, but entered at Stationers’ Hall, as early 
as 1591, and which, at least to judge from its title, treats 
of exactly the same subjects,* is still very dilferent from 
the ingenious, and, in general, ])oetical as well as historical 
conception of history, met witli in Sliakspeare’s better 
dramas. The mediaeval chronicle style is not yet quite 
overcome ; the epic element and the narrative tone, at times 
still involuntarily shows itself, especially where actual 
political occurrences form the subject of the representation ; 
the events still appear arranged in chronological succession, 
thus Kichard, afterwards the Third, although a principal 
agent in the whole catastrojdn^, does not appear till very 
late, that is, not till in the last half of the second part. 
It is more the private than the political life of Edward, 
tliat is here dramatised, and even the great political 
and historically most important events are treated more 
in the spirit of a biogra]»]iy than as history. In the first 
part, at least, Falconhridge’s relxdlion is niuch loss pro- 
minent than the king’s meeting with Hobs, the tanner 
of Tam worth, and his love-alfair with ,]ane Shore, the 
beautiful wife of the London goldsmith ; and even in the 
second part, although as a whole it is more historical 
in character, ‘the lamentahle death of Jane Shore ’ is made 
the principal theme. Tliese portions arc excellent of 
their kind, full of characteristic; features, as poetical ae 
they are psychological ly true, full of tender feeling and 
significant thoughts, wliereas the state occurrences, for 
instance, the war with Franct*, tlie intrignos between 
the Duke of Burgundy and tlui Karl of St. Faul, and the 
sudden and perfectly iinmotived treaty of peace, are 
treated so completely in the cliildish naive tone of the 
ancient chroniclers that they almost partake of the comic. 
Yet the two parts into wlncli the liistorical matter is 
ilivided are more i)erfectly rounded-(df into one complete 
whole— inasmuch as Etl ward’s perstmality and the spirit 
f^f the whole give all the individual parts their own 
peculiar stamp — and the piece shows lar more historical 

* Specially published at the <?xpeiise of the Shakspctu’o Society by 
“aipou Field in 1842. 



272 


SHAE8PEABE AND HIS OONTEMPOEABIES. [bOQK III 

earnestness, than for example is found in Greene’s 
‘James IV.’ 

In like manner * The four Prontises of London,’* one 
of the oldest, perhaps the oldest extant play of Heywood, 
which to quote his own words had been written in his 
‘ infancy of judgment in this kind of poetry/ seems at 
first sight to be still entirely in Greene’s style; the same 
epic arrangement, in accordance with which the wonderful 
adventures of at least five persons are treated with equal 
care ; the same mass of material consisting more of events 
than of actions; the same kind of characterisation describ- 
ing external peculiarities rather than the internal life of the 
soul ; the same easy, flowing diction which only occasionally 
inclines to bombast. How'ever the piece in regard to com- 
position stands a degree higher than Greene’s dramas. 
It is distinguished from the latter, by the fact that in 
him, not only is this atmosphere, this general tone of mind 
— which in Greene has to supply the place of the unity of 
conception — the means of connecting the whole representa- 
tion, but that this tone of mind, so to speak, seems worked 
up to a concrete conception, which, indeed, does not as 
yet, by any means, embrace all the individual parts of the 
whole, but which, nevertheless, by means of gentle outlines, 
gives that general, and in itself uncertain tone of mind, 
a peculiar stamp. I mean, that this piece possesses not 
merely the general, picturesiiuo and distant fragrance 
of a romantic, adventumus and chivalrous life, which 
pervades the whole and gives it a certain, general unity 
of character, but tliat this general tone is, at the same time, 
individualised by definite thoughts, which are reflected in 
the fortunes of the four heroes, and moreover that in a free, 
poetical form of life — such as was peculiar to the chivtilry 
of the time of the crusades— moral power, youthful daring, 
courage and strength of character, necessarily get the 
better of all adverse circumstauees and misfortunes. This 
thought is distinctly cx}>ressed in the principal portions 
of the action, inasmuch as the four sons of the exiled 
Duke of Bouloigne (Bouillon), deprived of their duchy 
and their dignity as knights, appear in the first instance 
as apprentices to diflereiit London tradesmen, but in the 
* lu Dodsley, le.y vi. 401 ff. 
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end, after having experienced the most manifold misfor- 
tunes and adventures, quit the stage as victors in the 
first Crusade, and conquerors of Jerusalem, each with a 
crown on his head, and their sister as the bride of Prince 
Tancred. 

In a few other of Hey wood’s pieces wo meet with a 
similar endeavour to give Greene’s stylo of composition 
more solidity and a more definite character ; I must add 
a few remarks in regard to these so as to characterise his 
style somewhat more accurately. The first I have in 
view is ‘ The EoyaP King and the Loyal 1 Subject,’ which 
was indeed not printed till 1637, but was doubtless also 
one of Hey wood’s earlier works.* The main action in 
this case turns upon a series of tests, which the King of 
England imposes upon the obedience and fidelity of 
his, in every respect, distinguished marshal, or, if it be 
preferred, upon the king’s and his genoral’s rivalry in love 
and generosity. In this case also the separate tests 
are introduced in long succession, one after the other, 
and their accumulation, the continual repetition of the 
same game, which recommences in the fifth act, after 
the reconciliation of the two men, is somewhat mono- 
tonous and wearisome. Here, also, two difterent actions 
proceed one by the side of the other; in addition to 
the main action wo have the story of Captain Bonvile, 
which externally stands in no connection whatever with 
the former. But internally both are connected by a 
certain ideal affinity, and in this affinity the poet expresses 
a definite intention. For in the same way as the king 
tries his marshal’s love and devotion, Bonvile tries the 
fidelity of his betrothed and that of his friends by represent- 
ing himself as having returned from tho war against the 
infidels, more a beggar than a rich man. And in the 
bapfie way as tho marshal passes splendidly through all 
trials, Lady Mary’s love is proved to bo genuine, pure 
gold, inasmuch as she remains faithful to her lover 
contrary to tKe commands of licr father. This parallel 
distinctly intimates the poet’s intention of representing 

* Reprinted for the Shakespeare Society, 1850, in Collier’s 0. P., 
a Continuation, etc., vi. 225 f., together with A Wtytnan Killed 
Kindnm, 
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the nature of true love and fidelity in two diflPerent 
subjects. This, however, gives the composition a certain 
resemblance to Shakspeare’s mode of composition ; except 
that the fundamental idea is not grasped deeply enough 
to penetrate equally through all parts ; there is not diver- 
sity enough in the development, and this consequently 
produces the wearisome monotony. The piece is also 
wanting, as already said, in external and real connecting 
links between the two subjects— which Shakspeare never 
omits to add — and hence it falls externally into two sepa- 
rate parts. 

It is much the same as regards the second drama, of 
which I wish to say a few words. Its title is ‘ A Woman 
Kilde (killed) with Kindness,’ the third edition of which 
appeared in 1617.* The principal theme in this case is 
the seduction of a young and beautiful woman (Mrs. 
Frankford) by a false, ungrateful friend of her husband, 
and the manner in which the latter, by his magnani- 
mity, his goodness and kindness, catises the erring wife 
to feel such deep and desperate reniorse, that she dies of 
sorrow. If we overlook the fact that the crime in question 
is not sufficiently nndived in a psychological point of view, 
inasmuch as Wendoll and Mrs. Frankford, although in 
themselves noble natures, fall from their height without 
any intermediate stages, whereby the development of the 
action is rendered somewhat abrupt, defective and unna- 
tural — if wo leave tliis certainly important defect out of the 
question, it will be found that the tliomo is extremely well 
worked out. The diction jx^ssessos a natural grace, flowing 
easily and harmoniously, and tones of deep and genuine feel- 
ing not unfrequently bnich the heart like music. The 
characters are well contrasted and, in an animated action, 
are as consistently developed as correctly drawn ; it is only 
as regards the deiineatiem of the more violent mental emo- 
tions and passion, that Hey wood does not seem to have had 
sufficient talent. 

In this case also there is again, by the side of the main 
action, a secondary one played by 8ir Francis Acton, Sir 
Charles Mountford and his sister. It is externally, scarcely 
at all linked with the former, for the whole connection 
“ Kepriritcd in Dodsley, Ic., vii. 227 If, 
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consists merely in Mrs. Frankford being Acton^s sister, 
and in her marriage being made the cause of the enmity 
between Acton and Monntford. Internally, however, both 
subjects again exhibit a certain mental affinity ; for the 
secondary action likewise turns ui)on Acton's love for 
Mount ford’s sister and upon his attempts to induce her to 
sacrifice her chastity out of love for her brother, whom ho 
has ruined and thrown into a debtor’s prison. It is only 
the end that is different : Acton is overcome by Susanna’s 
devoted sisterly love and her courageous chastity, so that, 
carried away by love and admiration, he pardons her 
brother and offers her his hand. While, therefore, the 
main action ends tragical] 3% the secondary action resolves 
itself into joy and gladness as in Comcdjr. However, this 
contrast was necessary, in order to permit the ruin of 
erring, and the exaltation of victorious, female virtue 
being reflected, and tlms to cany out the poet’s intention. 
But it is self-evident that this thought is partly too 
abstractedly moral, partly a mere commonplace which 
loses its effect if— as in the present case — without any 
reference to the general moral forces, prevailing in the 
state and nation, it only represents the entirel}’^ individual 
life of a few persons. In other words, the fundamental 
thought is again not profoundly enough conceived, and 
too superficial!}" worked out to give the piece the full effect 
of the tragic, and that internal organic unity indispensable 
to a genuine work of art ; externally" at all events, the 
piece again falls into two distinct parts.* 

Thomas Belcher — who is mentioned fifteen times in 
‘England’s Parnassus,’ and accordingly, at about 1600 
nmst have been a generally known and acknowledged 

* Of the two pieces which have become known through the 
Shakespeare Society : The Fair Maid of the Exchange ami Fortune by 
Land and Sea (Edite<l by Barron Field, komlon, 184G), the former 
18 an earlier work of Hey wood’s (lirst published in 1(107) and composed 
quite in the stylo characterised ulK)ve; the latter, on the other hand, 
one of his later dramas wlueii he wrote in eonj unction with W. Rowley, 
has something forced in its whole conception (an elder brother dis- 
jniierited by his father, oil account of a diserodi table marriage, and in 
the service of his younger brother, is evidently an nnnatnral situation, 
^^nil otfeusive to one’s feelings), and already appears infected by the 
<nbsequcnt degenerate taste. 
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author, and therefore, must probably have commenced hij 
poetical career before 1590*— shows a great deal of resem- 
blance to Heywood in his earlier pieces, except that hit 
diction possesses more brilliancy and power, his fibres mort 
bone and sinew, and hence, a more marked individuality, 
his thoughts more acuteness and precision. His ‘ Old For 
tunatus,’ for instance, a piece which appeared in print in 
1600, but was upon the stage as early as 1595,t possesses 
many poetical beauties, although by the conclusion, which 
ends in a coarse piece of flattery to Elizabeth, it degenerates 
into a Coui t comedy. (This conclusion, however, according 
to Henslowos ‘ Diary,* p. 161, is probably only a later addi- 
tion.) The description of the love of Orleans for the 
beautiful Agrippina, the ex]>ression of genuine depth of 
feeling in her, combined witli the characteristic humour 
and strange freaks of an excited imagination — such as 
are peculiar to love- -is highly successful, so that Charles 
Lamb is perfectly right in maintaining that his drawing 
may well be placed l)y the side of tShakspeare’s finest 
pictures. Moreover, it is a beautiful and ingenious feature, 
that ‘Vico’ should free the two murderers of the sons of 
Fortuiiatus from tlicir sentence of death, so as to leave 
them to the torture of the pangs of tlieir own consciences. 
The characters of the two sons, the principal heroes of the 
play — Andelocia, a careless, pleasure-seeking fool, and 
Ampedo, a morose hero of virtue, who, in his stoicism, 
despises the whole world as a dark, inaj)proachable den of 
vice, whom, however, Virtue herself finally disowns — arc 
excellently drawn. ‘ Shadow,’ the clown of the piece, is as 
excellently described. The language, although nowhere 
highly poetical, is nevertheless attractive and expressive 
throughout, and in some passages possesses a euphony, 
which reminds one of the music of Shakspeare’s diction ; even 
the often far-fetched, and yet in general extremely appro- 
priate similes have something Shakspearian about them. 
It is only as regards tlie composition that the play does not 
rise above Hey wood’s standpoint. 

This piece, indeed, also makes the attempt to form tho 

* Meres also, in his Palladis Tamia (1598), and Munday, Chettle 
and Heywood mention him among the better English dramatists. 

t Old Flap, being a Continuation^ &c., iii. 107 ff. 



igHAP. I.] the gbeene-mablowe school. 277 

general, fantastico-poetical mental state of life, which is 
raised above common reality, and borders upon fairy-land, 
and pervades the whole piece, into a concrete funda- 
mental idea. But this idea, that, for instance, fortune 
may govern the lives of men, but that virtue will triumph 
at last, is partly too general and abstractedly moral, partly 
less expressed by the action itself than by tho allegorical 
figures introduced. Moreover, the play possesses one of 
Ileywood’s defects, inasmuch as it hills externally into two 
successive halves, of which the first represents the story of 
old Fortunatus, tho other the fate of his sons, more especi- 
ally that of Andelocia. In general, owing to its subject, its 
allegorical figures, and its moralising tendency, it stands 
too close to tho mediaeval idea of the drama, and too far 
removed from the spirit of modern times to help in solving 
the problem in question. 

Very closely allied to ‘ Fortunatus,’ but already freer 
from the influences of mediaeval art — being devoid of 
allegorical figures, devoid of magic and sorcery — is ‘ Patient 
Grissil,’ also one of Dekker’s earliest pieces, which, accord- 
ing to Henslowe (p. 96), ho composed in conjunction with 
Chottle and Haughton, and which was on tho stage as 
early as 1699, but not printed till 1603.* It would prove 
an excellent example of his own and his fellow-workers’ 
dramatic talents, as well as of tho manner in which the 
better of Shakspeare’s younger associates endeavoured to 
enliven tho represent{itioii of contrasting subjects by com- 
parison, and at the same time to obtain a certain bond of 
unity through the contrasts themselves, in so far as they 
mutually promote and supplement one another — if only 
the old legend were not so altogether opposed to being 
treated dramatically. 

In another of his pieces, ‘ The Wonder of a Kingdom,’ first 
printed 1636, but probably also one of his earlier works, f 
Bekker, it is true, gives a proof of his talent for conceiving 
poetical characters and situations : Fiametta, the heroine 
of the play, full of Italian fire, full of daring courage and 
quick decision, has her name from her actions ; Angelo, 
her lover, is a worthy pendant to Orleans in ‘ Old Fortu 

* Specially published by the Shakespeare Society, London, 1841 

t fieprintud l.o., iii. 13 ff. 
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natus/ but is more vigorous and more energetic ; the two 
rich noblemen Torrenti and Gentili, who employ Iheir 
wealth very differently, are extremely well contrasted, and 
even Torrenti, although a libertine and a spendthrift, 
nevertheless lias a touch of the poetical in the energetic 
reckless grandeur with which he indulges in vice; his 
brother, the unfortunate maritime hero, would no less 
prove a goniiinely poetical character, if it were more fully 
developed. However, as regards composition, the piece is 
decidedly inferior to ‘ Fortunatus.’ It is in fact only a 
collection of poetical characters brought into all kinds of 
inteiesting situations and relations with one another ; hut 
these various kinds of tlireads run along together without 
coming externally into contact ; of a fundamental idea 
connecting them internally — a design in the texture — 
there is no trace. At all events I cannot perceive what 
the story of Torrenti and Gentili has to do with the love 
affairs of Angelo and Fianietta, 'J’ibaldo, Alphonsina, etc., 
nay, even the latter stand in no kind of connection with 
one another. The same may be said of llekker’s ‘Honest 
WJiore,’ printed in 1 a })iece wdiich, according to Hens- 
lowe’s ‘ Diary’ (p. 232 ), he wrote in the same year in which it 
was printed in conjunction with !Middleton.f Here again we 
meet with a (piantity of heterogeneous subjects, the separate 
scenes and characters are in general ratlier successful, but 
there is no trace of an internal unity, and even the external 
concatenation is but very h^ose and superlicial. And yet 
the piece is of a somewhat different stamp, in so far as it 
already approaches the modem sj)irit, which proceeded 
from Ben Jonson and his school. Dekker appears subse- 
quently to have devoted himself more and more to this 
tendency ; even the second ])art of ‘ The Honest Whore ’ 
(1608) J show\s only but very slight differences from the 
manner in which thefollowers of Ben Jonson comprehended 
dramatic art and life. 

* Reprinted in Dodsley, Ic., iii. 221 If. 

t Middleton, in my opinion, probably had but a very small hand in 
it; the piece at least bears the stamp of Dekker’s style. However, 
A. Dyce has given both portions of the piece in his edition of Middle- 
ton’s works (iii. 1 IT.) 

X 111 Dodsley, iii. 329 f. 
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Dekker, from the very commencement, seems to have 
wavered between Greene’s and Marlowe’s style. The 
tragedy ‘ Lust’s Dominion or the Lascivious Queen,’ which 
he wrote in conjunction with Day and Haughton in the 
year 1600,* was long considered to be a work of Marlowe’s, 
and in fact shows great affinity to him both in spirit and 
in style. t But Marlowe, as remarked, in many respects 
already indicates the new aspirations and exertions made 
in the spirit of modem times. U'hose of Shakspeare’s 
contemporaries who are more closely allied to him, must 
therefore have been more readily affected and carried away 
by the more recent tendency ; their number may have in- 
cluded, among others, Day and Haughton. 

* Compare Chalmc^rs in Dodsley, ii 311. Collier, Histj iii. 96. 
Henslowe'a ‘ Diary,’ 165. 

t It first appeared in print in 1657, and is reprinted in the above- 
mentioned edition of Marlowe’s works, part iii. 
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CHAPTEE II. 

Transitions to the Ben-Jonson School. 

G, Chapman, Th, Middleton and B,owley, J, Marston and 
J. Webster. 

Among the earlier and more distinguished poets George 
Chapman must be especially mentioned as Marlowe’s suc- 
cessor. by the side of Chettle. He was somewhat older 
than Shaksi)eare (born in 1557, d. 1(384), had studied at 
Oxford, which however he left in 1576 or 1678 without 
having taken a degree, and was noted for his moderation 
and strict morality. In Freeman’s epigrams (1614) high 
praise is given to his originality, his unaffected stylo and 
the gentle stroke of his ‘ inambitious pen,’ in which he is 
said to have closely resembled the grace of the comic Muse 
of the ancients. Meres, as early as 1598, enumerates him 
among the best English ‘ tragic poets ;’ Henslowe mentions 
one of his pieces in 1595, and accordingly ho must have 
begun to write almost contemporaneously with Shakspearc, 
Heywood and Dekker.* And indeed it was probably 
tragedy that especially suited his talent and his earnest 
and strict disposition. This is evident from his two best 
pieces : ‘ The Conspiracy of the Duke of Byron,’ and ‘ The 
Ih’agedie of the Duke of Byron,’ of which one, at least, 
existed as early as 1602 and was printed in 1609. How- 
ever both of these, and still more so his ‘ Bussy d’Ambois,’ 
manifest a strong inclination to Marlowe’s conception of 
the tragic ; except that in the first named piece it more 
closely resembles the mediajval romantic spirit of the old 
English drama, the second piece, however, already appears 
affected by the m<jro recent spirit of Ben Jonson and his 
School. f In those earlier works of his also, there is indeed 

* See G. Chapman: The Iliad of Homers edited by the Kev. 
Hooper. London, 1865, vol. i, p. iii f. 

t When (Contemporains et tuccesseura de Shakspearef p. 
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likewise a predominance of that striving after what is grand, 
mighty and extraordinary, but still it is checked by the 
laws of beauty and harmony, and therefore only testifies 
to the great and powerful mind of the poet. In ‘ Bussy 
d’Ambois/ on the other hand, which was printed in 1607,* 
this striving is already exaggerated beyond all measure 
and bounds ; power degenerates into ferocity and atrocity, 
severity into cruelty, evil into devilry, and the tragic 
into the horrible. Moreover, the action is surrounded by 
a quantity of superfluous additions, which in themselves 
are extremely simple, nay, oven poor; for the piece 
turns merely upon the amours between d’Ambois and the 
Countess of Montsurrv, which are as rapidly commenced as 
discovered by the husband of the Countess, and destroyed 
by the death of the guilty parties. As regards the com- 
position, Chapman, in fact, does not rise above Marlowe’s 
standpoint. In like manner the language, especially again 
ill ‘Bussy d’Ambois,’ has much empty pomposity and 
rhetorical pathos, only rarely interrupted by tones ot 
genuine feeling and passion ; and as regards characterisa- 
tion, there is no dearth of those strange combinations, and 
sudden unmotived turns, or rather transformations of the 
characters, which Marlowe is fond of employing as levers 
to the action. (For instance, the confessor of the countess 


213 f. 884) places him completely on Ben Jonson’s side, and thinks that 
Chapman, like Jonson, followed the motlels of tho ancients, and that 
he endeavoured to niiso the classic drama and the antique tendency, 
ho has allowed himself to be deceived by a certain similarity between 
Chapman’s and Jonson’s diction, and the former’s delight in long, 
reflecting discourses. As regards his composition, whicli is after all 
the main point, we do not, in his trngedies, rneot with any resemblance 
to Ben Jonson and the classical school, and only at a later period, in his 
comedies, does tliis tendency become distinctly apparent. F. Boden- 
stedt, in hia oxcollent essay, Chairman in neviem Verhdltnm zu 
Shdl(speurey Jahrhuch der Deiittsch. Shaks.^GeaelL 1865. p. 304, very justly 
rempks that, all that whicli is eminent in hia dramas must be essentially 
attributed to his great epic talent ; that his descriptions are excellent, 
and his narratives have a vivid appearance of reality, that he abounds 
in beautiful maxims and fine remarks, but that he is entirely wanting 
in all dramatic elasticity as well as in tho gift of allowing characters 
to develop before the eyes of the spectator. 

* Reprinted in Old }*layt^ being a Cmtinuation^ etc., iii. 235 f. 
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speaks, with the perfect seriousness of conviction, about 
religion and Christian virtue, but nevertheless plays tlie 
part of a pimp, acts as an exorcist, is intimately acquainted 
with Behemoth, the prince of Darkness, and finally commits 
the absurdity of playing the ghost throughout the whole 
of the fifth act, without accomplishing anything. And 
Monsieur, brother of the King of Franco, suddenly changes 
from being a friend and admirer of d’Ambois’ chivalrous 
and heroic greatness, into his most bitter opponent and a 
devilish wretch.)* 

Chapman, in his comedies (^at all events in those written 
after 1605) enters more decidedly into the Jonsonian con- 
ception of dramatic poetry. In the prologue to his ‘ All 
Fools’ (1605), f he indeed complains : 

“ Yet merely comieal and harmlosB jests 
(Thonj'h ne’er so witty) be i‘stoenied but toys. 

If void of th’ ofhtT satyrisms’ sauce 

and in the piece itself he makes his age the reproach that 
it finds pleasure only in mockery and slander. Chapman 
sets himself up against this, but involuntarily falls into the 
same error, llis ‘ All Fools ’ is intended to represent the 
whole world in the form of a great madhouse ; but his 
madmen are more like immoral, coarse fellows who look 
upon honesty ns stupidity, falsehood and deception as 

♦ Alphomm, Emperor of Gennnmj, doubtless one of Chapman’s later 
works — wliich was probal)ly not publi.shed before 1622 (first printed 
in 1654), and recently re-edited by K. Klze* : G. Chapm<in*8 Tragedy of 
Alphonsm, Emperor of Germany, edited with an Introduction and 
Notes, etc., Lei{)zi{;, 1867 — is indeed interesting on account of the 
remarkable knowledge of the (lerman language, German habits, 
customs, and state institution.s, but otherwise an extremely weak 
production, not an historical drama, but one of those bloody, horrible 
tragedies of revenge, which Kyd’s Jeronimo and Marlowe's Jew of 
Malta seem t<j have called forth by the dozen. It is written in the 
spirit and style of the new Scliool, wliose main object was to rivet the 
attention of the spectators by a complicated, well or ill dt^vised intrigue. 
It is sufficiently characterised by the first scone alone, where Alphousua 
causes his learned secretary to explain to him the principles of the 
Machiavellistic policy (which is taken almost word for word from the 
Frincipe) ; these he notes down like a sohoollwy, but directly after- 
wards not only tears the paper to pieces but poisons his instructor, so 
that no living person should know of his plans and objects ; and yet he 
had not even divulged them to his secretary. 

+ III Dodsley, l.c., iv. 109 ff. 
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cleverness, and adultery as a joke ,* or they are (like Gos- 
tanzo and Comelio) utterly devoid of consistency and 
character, mere weather-cocks in the poet’s hand. The 
intrigue is well planned, it is true, and, with the exception 
of the conclusion, is carried on easily and cleverly. But 
as everything turns only upon sexual crimes, upon adultery 
and again adultery, the })ieco finally seems to be but a 
detailed satire upon marriage, or at least upon all jealous 
husbands valuing the honour of their wives ; to them is 
offered in jdain words the comfortless truth that, as matters 
are, infidelity is unavoidable and not to be prevented by 
jealousy. The prosaic coarseness of this idea of life, which 
forms the basis of the whole play, destroys all the good 
qualities of the piece, the rapid, animated movement of 
the action, the flowing, clover language, and the ready and 
usually appropriate wit, which, however, is but too mono- 
tonously slippery. 

Chapman’s later comedy,* The Widowe’s Tears’ (1012),* 
is of a similar kind. For whereas in ‘All Fools* the 
faithlessness of wives forms the theme and is drained to 
the very dregs, hero it is the inconstancy and frivolity of 
widows that is made the subject of ridicule ; the lowness 
of the idea of life — according to which 'women, without 
exception, are but the contemptible playthings for the 
commonest sensual desires — is the same in both cases. In 
both pieces, as in ‘Bussy d’Ambois,’ the characteristic 
feature of the Ben Jonson School — which reduces the drama 
into a mere reflection of common reality— is unmistakable. 

Thomas Middleim and William Boickij — t'wo younger poets 
who wrote much in conjunction — a})pcar to have pursued 
the same course as Chapman, Marston, Webster, and 
others.f The oldest yet known printed piece by Middleton 

* Dodsley, I.c., vi. 119 ff. 

t Middleton was descended from n good family and was born in 
bondon about 1570 ; probably, at least, no earlier. He died in 1627. 
it is possible that the strange and fantastic piece entitled, ‘ The old 
Law,’ was brought upon the stage as early as 1599, as is intimated by 
a passage in Act ii. 1. However, according to the old print of tliis 
Jjama, belonging to the year 1656, it was written by Massinger, 
Middleton, and Rowley (perhaps only revised by Massinger); bat, 
fow much is to be attributed to Middleton cannot, as Dyce very 
justly remarks, by any moans be decided. See, The Works of Th. 
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belongs to the year 1602, the. first written by Rowley, to 
the year 1607 ; probably however, both were engaged in 
composing for the stage at even an earlier date. Middle- 
ton’s ‘ Mayor of Quinborough,’ first printed in 1661, but 
doubtless one of the poet’s earliest works,* is written 
quite in the romantic, epic stylo of Greene’s or Shakspeare’s 
‘ Pericles.* It, in general, treats of the same semi-legend- 
ary, semi-historical subject described in ‘ The Birth of 
Merlin,* but conceived from a different point of view. The 
latter is also worked out in the same spirit ; hence, if it 
were a work of W. Rowley’s (which, however, I as little 
believe as that Shakspeare had any hand in it),t these two 
pieces — which are so much alike— would show that both 
poets entered their dramatic career at one and the same 
point. And yet both subsequently quitted the path upon 
which they had originally started. Middleton’s ‘ A Mad 
World, my Masters,’ a comedy which appeared in print in 
1608, 1 already wavers in style and character between the 
old and newer schools. The idea of the play is intimated by 
the title, but Middleton’s mad world consists only of a 
rich, good-natured, but vain and pleasure-seeking grand- 
father— who still indulges in the excesses of youth— and of 
his frivolous and dissolute grandson, who imposes upon the 
old man in all kinds of amusing ways, and is himself finally 
imposed upon by a cunning wench, who has long acted as 
a courtesan, but marries him as if she were an innocent 
and chaste virgin. In between these scenes, is the love 
affair of a Mr. Penitent Brothel with the young wife of an 
old jealous moralist; it stands in no sort of connection 
with the principal action, and is concluded by the sudden 
repentance of the lover. The devil (introduced under the 
name of Succubus ) tries in vain to turn the penitent sinner 
from his better intentions, but the latter resists the 
temptation and oven leads the wife back to the path of 
virtue. This interference of the devil, and the admixture 


Middleton^ now first collected^ etc.j by the Rov. A. Dyco. London, 
1840, vol. i. pp. ix., xiii., xvi., xxxviii. 

* jOyce, Z.O., i. 121 ff. 

t Further particulars iu regard to this in Book IV. 

* Dyce, Z.C,, ii. 326 ff. 
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of a serious moral in the play—whioh otherwise appears 
but a copy of the frivolous customs of the fashionable 
London world of 1608 — and the introduction of a bevy of 
witches in one of his later dramas proves that Middleton, 
80 to say, fluctuated between the Middle Ages and more 
recent times, without being able to fill up the gap between 
them, because he did not comprehend either the old nor the 
new spirit of the age. Subsequently, however, if not in 
form, at all events in regard to subject, he went completely 
over to the newer School in its ideas of art and life. 
‘Women Beware of Women ’ | is a play full of immorality 
and adultery, murders and slaughter, the reflection of 
common reality in a completely demoralised age. The 
tragic muse is hero no longer the earnest, exalted goddess 
absorbed in deep thought and moved by inward sympathy, 
but the Fury of crime who visits the demoralised world 
in order to destroy it, and herself with it. The moral forces 
are indeed partly represented by the Lord Cardinal, but 
they only externally affect the dramatic cliaracters, without 
actually influencing their actions, and scarcely find time 
enough to express a few religious commonplaces about 
eternal punishment in hell and such things. Wo cannot 
sympathise with any of the persons repiesented, because 
tney are mere fools and wretclies, who rush past so rapidly 
and in so imniotived a manner, from crime to crime, or, 
like Brancha, fall so rapidly from the height of pure and 
noble womanhood into the lowest immorality, that they 
do not seem like real human beings, but empty, hideous 
masks. 

The composition corresponds with the subject, and is 
evidently incapable of controlling the multitude of events 
and actions, hence is somewhat restless and irregular and 
appears defective, forced and obscure. The catastrophe 
especially, is so unintelligible, that one cannot say with 
certainty how the six-fold murder, with which the piece 
closes, is brought about. And yet the piece is one of 
Middleton’s best works and, as Ilazlitt says, is distinguished 
l^y ‘ a rich marrowy vein of internal sentiment, and cool 
cutting irony of ejcpression — still the language suffers 

* A tragi-comedy called The Witch^ in Dyoe, iii. 247 ft* 

t Kepririted in Dyce, iv. 514 ff. 
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from a certain dryness and poverty, and hence may perhapa 
be adequate for describing what takes place externally, 
but not for delineating the violent emotions, affections 
and passions which arise in the piece. Middleton’s later 
comedies — and comedy was the principal field of his ac- 
tivity — bear the exact impress of the more modern School ; 
they are merely reflexes of the evil customs and the low 
ideas of life presented to liwii by the spirit of his age. 
The best of these are again his earlier ones : ‘ A Trick to 
Catch the Old One,’ and ‘ Michaelmas Term.’ * ‘ A Game 
of Chess,’ t an allegory— in which the white and black 
figures (King, Queen, Knights, Bishops, etc.) are the 
characters represented, and in which Ignatius Loyola and 
‘ Error ’ appear in the Induction— is a sharp satire upon 
the King of Spain, the Duke of Gondomar, the Bishop of 
Spalato, etc., in their relation to the English court. The 
piece brought punishment upon its author and the King’s 
Players (who acted the piece on the stage ),J and also 
furnishes a proof that ]\Iiddleton, even in this direction, 
followed the tendencies of the newer School. 

It is much the same with William Eowlet/s later works 
in comparison with his earlier ones, for while his comedy, 

‘ A New Wonder, A Woman Never Vext ’ § — by the in- 
genious way and the fine irony with which it eulogises 
the virtue of feminine gentleness as a new wonder, 
and as a kind of talisman which, with magic power, 
changes the wildest rakes into excellent husbands, and 
conciliates the most embittered minds — still possesses 
something of the delicate, poetical colouring of the older 
school, his ‘Match at Midnight,’ |1 is, I think, already 
more like a later comedy of the lien Jonson tendency. 
For the latter is nothing but a dramatised genre-picture 
from common life, representing an old usurer courting a 
young rich widoAv, who, however, is deceived by her and 
his own jovial, dissolute sou, with the help of a bawd, a 
courtesan and some other like-minded individuals. The 
point is, that in the end, the son also finds himself made a 
fool of by the supposed widow and her disguised husband. 

♦ Dyce, i. 414 f. ii. 1 ff. t Dyce, iv. 302 ff. 

X Dyce, i. p. xxviii. f. § Dodsley, U, v. 235 ff 

P Ibid., vii. 290. 
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Lastly, ‘ The Changeling,’* a tragedy which W. Eowley 
wrote in conjunction with Middleton, shows pretty 
much the same conception of tragedy as we became ac- 
quainted with in Middleton’s ‘ Women beware of Women.’ 
The language, the delineation of character, and composition 
are also essentially the same. In the last respect it has 
the additional defect, that the love affair between Antonio, 
Francisco, and the wife of Doctor Alibius, stands not only 
in no connection whatever with the main action, but is 
likewise founded upon an intrigue which, when scarcely 
begun, comes to a standstill in the middle, and hovers 
vaguely in mid-air without any conclusion. 

A similar position, that is, the same unfortunate inde- 
cision — partly leaning to the Shaksj)carian, partly to the 
Ben Jonson School — is mot with in John Marston and John 
Webster ^ whoso first poetical activity coincides with the 
commencement of the struggle between the two oppo- 
site tendencies. Both very likely appeared as dramatic 
authors much about the same time as Middleton and 
Rowley, hence, in the hist years of tlie sixteenth century; 
according toHenslowe’s ‘ Diary ’ (p. 150) the former made 
his first appearance in 1509, the latter in 1598.t 
talent they, it is true, surpass their two above-mentioned 
contemporaries, but for tliis very reason the indecision, 
in which they resemble them, api)ears all the more 
decided. Wo must, however, not allow' ourselves to be led 
astray by the circumstance, tliat IMarston w'as originally 
at personal enmity witli Ben Jonson (as is proved with 
certainty from Jonson’s ‘Poetaster’), and that even after 
ii temporary reconciliation — during which, in 1604, he 
dedicated his ‘ Malcontent ’ to him, and w'rote some lines 
in praise of Jonson’s ‘ Sejanus ’ — he, in 1606, again pole- 

* Old Plays, being a Couiinnatwn,rfc., iv, 225. Dyco, he., iv. 204 ff. 

t At least, I do not consider tlio play entitl'd The Guise — which 
Henslnwe (p. 110) mentions under the date of Nov. 27th, 1598 — to be 
Marlowe’s Massacre at Paris, but Webster’s lost play, which he 
cnunierates amouj? the latter’s earlier works in the dedication to tho 
PeviVs Laio Case (1626) under tlui title of The Guise. For as Henslowe, 
in other passages, gives IVIarlowe’s piece its right nnino, and under 
November 3rd, 1601, again expressly mentions The Guise in con- 
nection with Webster, I cannot see wliy the remark in 1598 should 
not have likewise applied to Webster’s Guise. 
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mises against him vigorously in the introduction to his 
‘ Sophonisbe.’ It is likewise a matter of no importance 
that Webster seems at first to have been influenced and 
to have received his poetical training more from Marlowe’s 
than from Ben Jonson’s genius. Nevertheless the spirit 
of Marston’s and Webster’s compositions, their view 
of life, their idea of dramatic art, their conception of 
tragedy, in short, all that affects the subject^ appears 
so closely allied to the spirit of the Ben Jonson School, 
that from this point of view both have to be considered 
followers of the more recent tendency of art. On the 
other hand, the dramatic dress which they hang round 
this subject, in other words the form of their compositions, 
has certainly still a greater resemblance to the course 
pursued by the older School. In fact, Marston’s object 
was, as he himself says, ‘ not to tye myself to relate any- 
thing as an historian, but to inlargo everything as a poot 
To transcribe authors, quote authorities, and translate 
Latin prose orations into English blank verso.’ Ho sym- 
pathises as little as Webster with Jonson’s passion for 
the ancient drama and the Aristotelian rules. In Marston 
and Webster, the form of their composition, as well as 
language and characterisation, is more that free mode of 
representation, suggested by direct instinct of feeling and 
of imagination, than Jonson’s style of writing, which is 
controlled b}" a reflecting understanding, is intentional and 
full of tendency. But if avo examine Marston’s ‘ Malcon- 
tent,’ his ‘ Barasitastiu-, or the Fawn,’ * Antonio and Mel- 
lida,’ among otliers;* cr look more closely into Webster’s 
tragedy, ‘The White Devil,’ or his comedies, ‘The Devil’s 
Law Case,’ ‘A Cure for. a Cuckold,’ ‘Westward Iloe,’ 

‘ Northward Hoe ’ (the second of which was Avritten in con- 
junction with Rowley, the two last Avith Dekker f)* we shall 
find that in spite of the decided superiority df Webster’s 
talent, the character of his, as well as of Marston’s pieces, 
almost invariably descrilxjs only common reality with its 

* Dodsley, Ic., iv. 17 ff., and in the Old Plays, etc., iL 107 ff., 277 ff. 
Halliwcdl’s Collection of Marston' s Works (London, 1856) has unfor* 
innately not been at my hcrvice. 

t The Works of J. Webster j now first collected, etc., by the Roy. A* 
Dyce, London, 18‘!0. 
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vices and weaknesses, without any poetical elevation and 
idealisation ; * accordingly, that they stand opposed to 
the freer form, and that the latter therefore only leads 
both poets astray, oeoasionally into what is wild, im- 
probable, and unnatural — of which many examples f might 
be given as proofs in Webster, and in Marston are espe- 
cially to be found in ‘ Antonio and Mellida.’ Webster 
himself superfluously declares, in the Address to the 
reader in his ‘ White Devil ‘ I have ever truly cherished 
my good opinion of other men’s worthy labours, especially 
of that full and heightened stylo of Master Chapman; 
the laboured and understanding works of JMaster Jonson ; 
the no less worthy composures of the both worthily 
excellent Master Beaumont and Master Fletcher; and 
lastly (without wrong last to be named), the right happy 
and copious industry of Master Shakspeare, blaster Dckker, 
and Master Hoywood.’ 

As regards their comedies (for instance in Marston s 

* An exception to this is formed by Webdeds Appius an l Virgiuin. 
It may very likely have been his best tnii^oily ; but in this case, 
history liad already done so inach for luui in tlie way of invontinn, 
that tlio only thing left for him t«) do was skilfully to clothe it in 
the dramatic garb. No special elTort was lujrci iciiuirerl as regards 
composition and delim ation of rharuet« rs . tho main t>bject was to 
let the given action and the given characters express tlicinsclves in an 
appropriate form according to tho whoh- eourso of utfairs, and in 
this respect Webster’s energy and tin- Udd pitla-tic llight of Ins 
laiiguflge — which is rich in muxiiiKs but iiu-liur!, radier Ux) mucli 
towards bombastic rhetoric — were of great advantage. Tha Dutchess of 
also — whicli Riier A ppius and Virginia is Welt.ster’s best work 
(an excellent translation of this piee<.* into (hninan has been made by 
Bodenstedt, n. ihni liVrAe) — may bi> reckoned 

as one of the exceptions. Here, at h ast, the Uuc-liess and Antonio, the 
chief characters of the play, arc really noble natures, and the tragic 
element, as in Appim and Virginia, is more in the Shakspeurian 

t I need only remind the read(*r of tho eomj^letely suj>erfluous, and 
hent^ very unnatural, spectral apparitions iii Thn White Devil, which 
out increase tho riotous, clnmtie doings of the pieci*. In regard to this 
tragedy, I cannot agree either with A. Dyee, in his })raice l>ostowt>d 
Jipon it, or with Charles Lamb’s opinion, which is shared by Bodenstedt 
( <^-1 i- 5 f.). With tho oxcepthvn of some scenes which certainly 
uuimfeat some power of oharaeterisation ami re[)re8entation, it is 
vritten entirely in the spirit of tho later teudeiiey of dramatic art, 
was approaching its decay. 

VOL. I. 
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‘ Malcontent ’), wo find in both poets the prevalence of a 
.spirit of satire and of consoriousness which, with prosaic 
seriousness, finds fault with everything, from religious 
considerations down to the smallest tom-fooleries about 
fashions and dress ; IVIarston’s comic figures^ also often 
imperceptibly become mere caricatures, and their intention 
of being satirical is, so to si)eak, written on their faces. 
The tragic element generally consists only in the evil 
which destroys itself; the com]H)sition is a series of 
intrigues usually founded uj»ou foul deeds, partly Well 
connected cxtei*nally, but without internal substance; 
the characteri.sati()n is, indeed, generally correct, clear 
and precise, but tlie delineation is too sharp and angular, 
the colours are laid on too thickly, the se})arate figures 
depicted mor(' like p(»rtraiis Avithuut any ideal beauty; 
the language, lastly, is that shar[) sententious dietiou, 
coined by reason, wliieli moves on more in acute angles, 
than in the undulating line of beauty. Even the small 
])eculiarities of lien Jonson and his Hehool are again mot 
with in both of the.se poets, llotli, ibr instaneo, ai*o 
fonder of diseoursing in those pompous words and i)hrases 
of the English language derived from the Latin, than 
of employing the more modest Anglo-Saxon ; both are 
fond of putting liatiii .setiteiiees into the mouths of their 
characters, in othm* words, tliey are fond of showing off 
their higher culture and erudition; nay, Marston, in 
‘Antonio and Melhda,’ commits the absurdity of causing 
tlie two lovers - at tln^ moment of their greatest ecstac)^, 
where they have umxpectcdly met each other again— 
suddenly to ex])ress their joy in Italian sonnets. 

I think 1 may be allowed to pass on without entering 
upon a dee])er and more detailed criticism of Webster’s 
and Marstoii’s dramas ; for fnmi tlio pr(?coding explanation, 
the reader must have found a sullieient confirmation of 
what 1 maintained alxjvc, viz., tliat about the years 1005- 
1008 a decided cliangc must have taken jdaco both in the 
taste of the public, us well as in tlie idiias of art and lile, 
entertained by tlie loading poets of the day. Chainnan, 
as we have seen, complained aliout this time that satire 
and ridicule were tlio only acceptable subjects— a com- 
juaint which evidently referrod chiefly to comedy 
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Heywood, in the Prologue to his ‘ Challenge for Beauty/ * 
observes that 

* Our nation, 

Already too much tnxt for imitation 
In seeking to ape otliers, cannot quit 
Some of our poets who have sinne-d in it, 

For whore before great patriots, dukes and kings, 

Pj esented for some high fueinorous things, 

Were the stage Subject ; now we strive to flio 
In th(*ir low pitcli who never could soarc hie : 

For now the common argument intreats 
Of puling lovers, craftie bawds and chcates.’ 

This observation, which was obviously meant to apply 
cliiefly to tragedy, and which, although it may have 
directly referred to a somewhat later ])eriod, still no doubt 
has some application when referred to the ycfirs after 1606 — 
although pcrha})S of a somewhat more limited kind. 
Ben Jonson himself, in the Prologue to his ‘Volpone’ of 
the 11th of February, 1607, expresses his indignation that 
the only thing now to be heard was bawdry, profanation 
and blasphemies, and the whole looseness of a language 
offensive alike to God and man. 

Of what the changes consisted, I have already repeatedly 
intimated; for in describing more acenratoly the chief 
representatives of tlie earlier School, and then the points 
of transition from it to Ben Jonson, in poets such as 
Chapman, Middleton, Kowley, Webster and Marston, I 
liave already pointed ont the i)riiicii>al differences between 
the two Schools. But the contrast between them can be 
fully illustrated only by a detailed characterisation of 
Ben Jonson himself, find the chief representatives of his 
tendency. 


u 
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CHAPTEE III. 

BEN JONSON AND HIS SCHOOL. 

His Life and Character. Beaumont and Fletcher^ Massinger^ 
Ford and Field. 

Ben Jonson was born in Westminster, London, in* 1573,* 
and was the son of a Scottish gentleman. His father, how- 
ever, died shortly before his birth, and his mother — left 
in needy circumstances — soon afterwards married again; 
this time a citizen of London, a bricklayer by trade. But 
the worldly circumstances of his step-father also were not 
lu’illiant. Ben Jonson attended the Grammar-school of 
Westminster at the expense of a friend of his father’s, 
Camden by name, and, as has hitherto been assumed, he also 
studied at the university of Cambridge, at least for a short 
time. This last statement, however, is a mere conjecture; 
Drummond, to whom Jonson himself related the history 
of his life, knows nothing about this. But certain it is 
that, for a time, he was a bricklayer. However, he could 
not endure this low mechanical occupation and, accordingly, 
upon the outbreak of the war in the Netherlands, he 
became a soldier. This career also does not appear h* 
have brought him any good luck, or to have given him 
any satisfaction. At all events, when the war was over, 
he returned home to devote himself to his studies. His 
learning— which was, in hict, excellent for those days, 
and wliich was subsequently recognised by both univer- 
sities in his receiving th<j lionorary degree of M.A. — was, 
accordingly, ac({uired by his own efforts, by persevering, 
})rivate study, which accompanied the work of his trade ; 
this is a proof not only of his eminent abilities, but also 
of energetic perseverance and strength of will. According 
to the general supposition (which, however, is devoid of 

* Not in 1574, os was formerly generally supposed. See Notes oj 
B. Jonson^s Conversation with W. Drummond. Lond.^ Fr.f. t. Sh Soc. 
m-J. p. 31). 
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certain foundation), he directed his attention to the 
stage as early as 1593, and was probably, in the first 
instance, an actor in the ‘Curtain.* His earliest extant 
piece is the already mentioned, ‘Every Man in his 
Humour,’ which, as ho himself says, was first performed 
in 1598, in the ‘ Globe.* It is possible, nay probable, 
that he wrote for the stage even at an earlier date, at 
least he told Drummond in 1619 that the half of his 
comedies had not been printed.* Very probably, these 
were for the most part youthful productions, of which he 
was subsequently ashamed ; however, as those works ar (3 
lost, and as ho himself disowns them by not incorporating 
them in the complete edition ()f his works, which he him- 
self arranged, the starting point of his dramatic career, for 
us, is the year 1598.t From that time till his death on 
the 6th of August 1637, he wrote eighteen dramas, several 
so-called ‘Court Entertainments’ (allegories, mixed with 
monologues and dialogues), a great number of Masques, 
—small dramas, interspersed with songs, somewhat re- 
sembling the modern vaudevilles, which Jonson may be 
said to have introduced (these are likewise allegorical 
subjects) — a quantity of epigrams, and smaller poems of 
every description. In 1616, his learned patron James I. 
appointed him poet laureate, gave him an annual income 
of one hundred marks, called upon him to satisfy all the 
poetical wants of the Court, and in 1625, gave him — in 
a letter patent — his royal word, that he would nominate 
him Master of the Revels, after the deaths of Sir George 
liuo and Sir John Astley. Hut James died before the 
place became vacant by the death of these two gentlemen, 

* B, Jonson's Convermtion^ p. 27. 

t Gilford, and after him Hafry Cornwall, in their already-mentionea 
editions of Ben Jonson’s works, assuino that his comedy, Tlie Case is 
Altered (first printed in 1600), is the oldest of Ids extant pieces, and 
t:iat it was written as early as 1.596. But Gifford himself — B. Jonson' s 
Iforlfg, vi. 327 — points out that it cannot have been composed till after 
the year 1.598, as Ben Jonson there makes some critical and satirical 
flide-thrusts at Anthony Muiiday, because of his Jiaving been called 
‘the best plotter* by Meres in his Valladh Tamia^ which appeared in 
1598. With this argument Gifford defeats himsidf. Collier, Life of 
Shakespeare, he., p. clxvi. f., as clearly proves that Every Man in Ms 
Buimur was not — as Gifford says — performed as early as 1597, but 
that it was first played in 1508. 
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and Jonson did not receive his ajii^ointment. The years 
between 1012 and 1625, that of James s death, seem to 
have been the most brilliant period of Ben Jonson’s life. 
Charles L, it is true, increased his salary from one hundred 
marks to one hundred pounds ; and he also received from 
the City an annuity of one hundred nobles, but the 
authority he exercised, in James’s time, at Court and 
among the (Mliicatc'd (dassos, appears to have wavered since 
then, and to hav(' gradually decreased. 

Ben Jonson, as already said, was a man of sound learn- 
ing ; ho possessed great shrewdness and an abundance of 
pertinent, tliougli somewhat heavy wit, but no delicacy of 
feeling, no depth of sentiment, and still less creative fuTicy, 
and accordingly, no flight of the imagination. Ho was 
born to be a critic rather than a poet, and may, to some 
«'xtent, bo called the Lessing of his day, except that he 
fought for an errom'ous, one-sided tendency in art, not for 
nature and originality, but for artificiality and servile 
imitation.'* Idie most practical sense controlled his 
mental activity; by means of it he formed theories, 
speculated and criticised, examined and considered; and 
attacked everytliing that resisted his examination, or 
injured him personally and opposed his endeavours, with 
a courage as great as his sarcasm was cutting. If we 
look aside from tho attacks upon his personal cha- 
ra(!tor, the reproaches of inventive insolence, arrogance, 
self-})raiso, flattery, etc. — about tho truth or falsehood of 
which it is not our part to judge — tho dispute between 
him and Hekker, as wo have it in Jonson’s ‘Poetaster,’ 
and Dekker’s ‘ yatiromastix or tho Untrussing of the 
Humourous Poet,’! turns more upon tho nature and 
rights of Satire. Ben .lonson admits that ho is satirical, 
but maintains that satire has at all times belonged 
lo the nature of comedy; JJekker, on the other hand, 

* Of the originality of his mind and cliaractcr, which Meziores 
( Tredecesseurs et Omtemjxfrnim da #S7i., p. 1!)4) praises in him, I have 
been able to discover little or nothing in his writings. But Mezieres 
even contradicts liiin!»elf wlicn, on p. 201, he makes the perfectly correct 
!*( mark tliat, “ Son enprit mnhle ohaeihti par le souvenir de ses lectures , 
sou erudition lui premde sans cesse ites images^ des expressions ei det 
idees empruntks a V ant ignite.” 

t In Hawkins, iii. 95 ff. 
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declares that Jonson’s principal error was the inconsiderate 
and malicious satiro which ho directed af^aiivst both friends 
and foes, whereby, so to say, he had violated the dramatic 
Muse and robbed her of her innocence and chastity. When 
Dekker, in addition, reproaches him with working heavily, 
and of producing fragments — inasmuch as he picked 
ancient writers to pieces, and occasionally decorated his 
dramas with foreign feathers (‘ witli jests from the Temple’s 
Bevels ’) — these reproaches are but more or less important 
secondary features. 

Another characteristic feature in Jonson’s style is touched 
upon by Marston, when, as already said, he maintains that 
Jonson refers to things only as an histoi*ian, and does not 
understand how to ex[)lain, extcmd and enlarge them poeti- 
cally. In fact, Ben donson was the first to introduce satire 
— in the narrower sense <d‘ the word — into comedy. Earlier 
English dramatists, it is true., liad also expended their 
wit on individual occurrences, on absurdities in fashions, 
customs, and usages of tlic time, but only in that laughing, 
harmless, incidental manner, wbi(di never offends, because 
it regards the si)ecial only us the result or example of what 
is general, in fact, as the folly and ptn versity in human 
nature in general, and tluanfiu-o, applying to the satirist 
himself as well. Ben Jonson, on the other hand, depicted 
customs and characti'V.s witli life-like truth, gavo sarcasm 
abusive langiiagi?, and thus furnished the comic element 
with its ofiensive sting; In^ ridicules, not only incident- 
ally and unwittingly, lait intentional 1}" and full}" ; he not 
only wished to excite laughter, but to correct and instruct, 
not only to jest, but at the. same time express bis opinion 
and contempt; thus the comic writer Ixicaine the satirist. 

Satire and the deseri])tion of customs, however, is 
Jonson’s strong point, and in this ho seems occasionally to 
have become p(U‘sonal, but — with the exception of his quarrel 
with Dekker and iMarston~wo can now scaicely judge of 
this, as wo possess next to nothing of the personal rela- 
tions of the time; in general, howovor, his satirical sallies 
^ro of a more objective nature. Wliere he combats folly, 
yico and senselessness, he forgets his learning, ho warms 
up, his anger gives his concise, sententious language a 
certain heavy grandeur, everything, diction and charao- 
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terisation, drawing and colouring, light and shade are 
not only cori'cct and ai>i)roi)riate, but full of life and 
energy; in short, he is there in his element, lor his 
element is, in fact, common reality, life and men just as 
they are, that is, life and history in the form in which the 
ordinary historian is wont to conceive them, as opposed 
to the poet. His comedies, especially, are such faithful 
pictures of the time, nay of the year in which they were 
written, that we can, from tliem, form a good idea of the 
])revailing customs, fashions, and usageS in the different 
spheres of Ijondoii life.* 

Joiison is a decided realist; reality in its entire naked- 
ness, and re[)i'esented from its tangible side with historical 
fidelity, is to him truth as well. Of a different, higher, 
jioetical truth, a truth in the form of beauty, he. is uncon- 
scious, or, what is the same thing, when ho wishes to 
represent it (as in liis j\Las(pies), it becomes in his hands 
an al)stract allegory. He cannot connect either ideal or 
liuman generalities into an organic whole with the real 
and tlio individual -of tlie former he has no poetical con- 
ception, with liim it imperceptibly vanishes into a lifeless, 
pliilosopliieal idea. Hut on the other hand, for the indi- 
vidual, for any special given phenomenon, ho has a sharp 
eye, and with his fine talent for obsiTvation, ho woll knows 
liow to peiieti-ate into its most secret corners and most 
liidden folds ; it is hei e that ho finds the richest materials 
for his critical understanding and his acute judgment. 
Hence it is from this spliere that ho draws his characters 
and describes them in sharp outlines with a firm hand. 
Hut he is, as he himself says, more especially ‘ the humour- 
ous poet every (jiio of his characters, therefore, invariably 
exhibits but one definite and unchangeablo species of 
Immour, i,e., each appears only as the representative of a 
definite species of man, or even only of a number of indi- 
viduals, in whom tliis or that special tendency, this or that 
peculiarity, habit, custom — bo it good or bad, foolish or 
wise— predominates one-sidodly, perhaps in a mistaken 
striving after novelty and originality ; ho describes only 
special, rare and strange characters, with quite unusual 
peculiarities, for whom he invents equally unusual and in 
* As Meziert E, Z.c., 203 If., has done in a highly delightful nianuor. 
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most cases improbable situations. In short, he invariably 
exhibits his figures to the public, only from one conspicuous 
point of view, that is, ho describes them not as full, 
complete and independent persons, but. principally as the 
bearers of Ms poetical tendencies. For this reason his 
characters generally leave us cold and unsympathetic. He 
is ever full of intentions, whether it be to combat folly and 
vice, coarseness and vulgarity, or to instruct his age about 
the true nature of art, to impart taste and judgment, or to 
diifuse learning and culture, etc. ; he is more particularly 
ever full of intention to gain a j)osition for himself and his 
efforts. Ho is never able to forget himself ; wherever we 
may look, we invariably have, indirectly or directly before 
our eyes, Ben Jonson and his convictions, his age and his 
surroundings. In a word, ho was the representative of 
modern times, of that mental hmdency which led over from 
the seventeenth to the eighteenth centun ; he was, so to 
sav, that half of Shakspearo which reached into the future 
—but in a striking manner. 

His main strength lay in his grand one -sidedness, his 
talent for oppositi(.)n, so to say, his chemical power of 
dissolving and analysing He analysed every thing, so as to 
examine it more thoroughly ; lie wished above all to have 
safe and tangible reasons for everything; he wished in all 
cases to know w'hat had to bo done and what was to bo left 
undone ; the clearness of reflecting sidf-eonsciousncss was all 
he aimed at. But of the purely artistic, lialf-consciuus, half- 
instinctive, yet alwa} s directly creative aidivity of mind, he 
scarcely possessed as much as the first elements, and 
followed it only against his will. Tliis was the reason 
why that second side of Sliakspoarc’s poetical character — 
which, like the whole English popular theatre down to his 
time, was still turned towards tliii Middle Ages — was so 
unintelligible, ami seemed erroneous to him. This opposi- 
tion is either loudly or gently exjiressed throughout all his 
works, he pours forth tlie sharpest invective of his wit 
against all the remains of the spirit of the Middle Ages, 
but not onl> against the belief in devils, demons and ghosts, 
uot only against witchcraft and sorcery, alchemy, and 
O'!! supernatural science, hut chivalry also, and its modern 
Remains (the English knights, of whom King James created 
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a great number), fanciful love, with its obstinacy and its 
sensitiveness — in short, everything that in the slightest 
degree bordered upon enthusiasm, he pursued with scorn 
and derision. But it was tho eccentric religious views 
and the moral severity of tho Puritans, that was more 
particularly hateful to him; he considered these pirG 
hypocrisy and falsehood, and it was those which lie 
attacked with Ids most cutting weapons. To his realistic 
understanding, all that which lay beyond the horizon 
of tangible reality and of practical interest, was to him 
pure nonsense. Tims, with the sword of his criticism 
and refliiction, ho destroyed the old poetical world, without 
being able to build up a new one in its place — a world 
which should not inerel}" be Avorldly, but poetical as well.’ 

A mind like Ben Jenson’s must indeed have found 
more pleasure in tho in(‘asured and regular stylo of the 
antique drama, tho clear, plastic course of the action, the 
trans])arent, extremely simple com])osition, tho contempla- 
tion of natural conditions of time and space, than in 
Shakspeare’s gay series of complicated and apparently 
irregular poems. In judging of their beauty his eye did 
not look beyond tho special ; he wanted imagination and 
depth of thought to comprehend the whole as a whole, and 
to recognise the ingeni(jus harmony, the intrinsic unity in 
the apparently superfluous variety, and tho order and 
objectivity in the apparently irregular arbitrariness. This 
was the reason of his maintaining, in reply to Drummond, 
that ‘ Shakspoare wanted art.’ At the same time, from 
the theoretical point of view, he felt tho necessity of 
introducing law and rule into dramatic poetry. If 
Shakspeare did not satisfy him in this respect, tho other 
poets of the earlier school wouhl naturally satisfy him 
still less. Ben ,jonson, accordingly, turned aside from the 
prevailing stylo (jf dramatic art in tho English popular 
theatre, and looked to the antique drama for his models 
and examples. However, it was not so much the tragedy 
of Aeschylus or Sophocles, with its plastic simplicity and 
clearness, its lofty religious and moral earnestness, tho 
epico-idealistic dignity of its characters, and the lyrical 
pathos of its language, nor tho comedy of Aristophanes, 
with its bold diction and the grotesque monsters of a 
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fantastic power of invention, that attracted him. Of all 
these peculiarities of the Greek drama, we find little or 
nothing in his poems. It was rather the Latin authors, 
riautns, Terence, and Seneca, whom he more cspeciall}" 
followed, and with which his pieces, at least, have most 
resemblance. But he even surpasses his models in the 
accuracy and minuteness of his descriptions of customs, in 
the tlioroiighness of his reflection, in his satirical sharpness, 
whereas he is inferior to them in harmless humour, readi- 
ness of joke, finish of composition, and in the grace and 
elasticity of tlui representation. In fact he did not so much 
over-estimate the Latin drama on account of its poetical 
hea.nty, as rather because - more especially in comedy — 
all there seemed to be so natural, and so in accordance with 
reality, to be founded on definite reasons and fixed rules, 
and hecauso, he thought that, with the help of Aristotle, he 
Avoald be able to demonstrate why this was right and good. 

Thus, in one of his earliest and one of his best pieces, 
‘Every Man in his Humour,’ we indeed, at once, find the 
f<o-called unity of time correctly observed; the whole 
action is spun out in the course of one day ; the unity of 
])lace also is ])artially adhered to, at least the separate 
scones, although played in diflerent localities, never leave 
London. But as regards the unity of action, Ben Jonson 
takes as many, and even greater liberties than Plautus and 
Terence. The must various kinds of intrigues run through 
and into one another : first old Kn(»well, who wants to 
turn his son from his idle, thriftless lifi‘, then Kitcly and 
his wife, who mutually tiU’ment each other with jealousy, 
then the love intrigiu's between young Knowell with Miss 
Bridget, etc. — all of these threads are, it is true, connected 
externally, and arc, so to say, Avoven one into the other by 
a sly, intriguing servant, Avho is tho soul of the piece, but 
of internal unity, the concord of several tones on a single 
fundamental note, there is no trace whatever. The petty 
jealousies of Kitely have as little internal community with 
tho well-founded anxieties of old KnoAvell, as with tho 
love afiair of Bridget and young Knowell. The whole 
luece, as the prologue itsJlf says, 

‘ shows ail image of tlie times 
And sports with human follies, not with crimes,’ 
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t.e., it is a pretty faithful doscri})tioii of the customs and 
the mode of life in certain spheres of London society as 
it then was, but conceived from its perverse and ridiculous 
side. Every one of the characters from Clement, ‘ the old 
merry magistrate,’ down to Cob, the water-carrier, and his 
wife, show themselves only within their peculiar ‘humour’ 
(hence the name of the piece), that is, everyone represents 
only a certain feature in the picture, a single species of 
folly or ridiculousness. Hence the three fools of the 
piece: Captain Bobadill, a cowardly braggard. Master 
Stephen, a ‘ country gull,’ and Master Matthew, a ‘ town 
gull,’ i)lay the princii)al parts, although they take no 
active share whatever in the action. For this reason, 
however, the dramatis jyersoncB excite our sympathy as 
little as the action itself ; although correctly drawn and 
successful portraits, they are too one-sided and cut too 
much after one pattern ; the action, on the other hand, is 
}:Kirtly too arbitrary and improbable in its plot ( Brainmore’s 
disguising himself as an old soldier, the principal cause of 
the complication, seems to be completely unmotived), and 
partly devoid of all poetical and higher character. At 
least, such mere bantering as Brainmoro (with BredwelFs 
assistance) carries <m wiili the follies of the other persons, 
is in itself alone neither ])oetical nor ingenious. 

The satirical element in this comedy, as well as in its 
pendant, ‘ Every Man out of his Humour,’ is introduced 
but in a very faint and concealed manner. In his next 
work, however, which we have already discussed, ‘ Cynthia’s 
Bevels, or the Fountain of Self-Love’ (1600)— where, 
under the disguise of ajicient names, but with constant 
hits at the present, he describes Court customs and Court 
life, and, as even tlie dedication intimates, it is his in- 
tention to show that the Court, in being the principal 
source of the morals of the people, should improve them, 
instead of encouraging selfishness and vanity — his satire 
is already laid on in much stronger colours ; at least, the 
courtiers felt themselves aggrieved, and Marston and 
Dekker thought tliemselvcs personally insulted by it. 

‘ The Poetaster, or his Arraignmbnt,’ as already remarked, 
is throughout an invective and satire against Marston and 
Pokker, with an admixture of sallies against the earlier 
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poets of the popular theatre in general, and against actors 
and the theatre of the time, otherwise it is a mere succes- 
sion of scenes, in reality without action and without 
connection. The scenes between Ovid and his father, the 
love affair of the former and the fair Julia, their meeting 
in Chloe’s house, etc., seem to be mere loose appendages 
which flutter away into space, unfinished and incomplete, 
80 that, in my opinion, Dekker’s ‘ Satiromastix,’ although by 
no means excellent, is nevertheless preferable in this respect. 

* Eastward Hoe,* a comedy which Jonson wrote in 
conjunction with Chapman and Marston (printed in 1605, 
probably, however, with the omission or alteration of all 
offensive passages), contained such bitter attacks against 
the Scotch, perhaps also against the King himself or in- 
dividual statesmen, that James I. caused the authors to 
be thrown into prison, and they narrowly escaped by 
sentence and law, losing their ears and noses. This 
danger seems to have made a lasting impression upon 
Ben Jonson, for in his later comedies, satire is again less 
prominent, or at least of a more general and indefinite 
character. Of these, his ‘ Yolpoiu^ and ‘ The Alchymist * 
are distinguished above the others, and together with 
‘Every Man in his Humour’ may be considered Jonson’s 
best works. • ‘ Volpone, or the Fox,’ which appeared upon 
the stage in 1605, is also interesting, owing to the fact 
that Ben Jonson, in the Dedication and Frologuo, expresses 
his aesthetic principles more fully, and hence intention 
and development can bo estimated one by the other. He 
here not only declares himself, as already said, opposed to 
the mischief of introducing all possible kinds of coarseness 
and wickedness upon the stage, but also maintains he has 
‘ever trembled to think toward the least profaneness, has 
loathed the use of such foul and unwashed bawdry, as is 
now made the food of the scene.’ Yet ‘ Volpone’ itself 
moves throughout among the lowest vices and crimes. A 
rich noble, who by falsehoods and deceit fills his coffers 
with presents extorted from his legacy-hunters, and satisfies 
his low desires ; a villainous parasite who aids him in all 
hinds of ways, and in the end deceives him himself; a 
husband who sells his own wife to infiimy ; attempted 
rape and open perjury, are surely things not so very 
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different from ‘ribaldry’ and ‘bawdry.’ Of what avail 
is it that, in the end, the so-called poetical justice is 
satisfied. The stern and severe punishment inflicted upon 
the criminals only reconciles the moral feeling by an- 
nulling the object of comedy and every assthetic effect. 
For as, throughout the play, we have before us nothing 
but vice and vulgarity and a couple of uninteresting fools 
(Celia and Bonario arc too much merely secondary figures 
to excite sympatliy), the serious conclusion makes the 
subject dwindle down into the common prosaic moral: 
Beware of carrying your viciousness as far as deceit, rape, 
and perjury ! 

Ben Jon son is no better in keeping his promise as regards 
the artistic form of the drama, in his prologue ho boasts 
of presenting an improved and refined comedy, according 
to the demands of the best critics, and to have accurately 
observed ‘ the laws of time, jdace, and persons.’ But even 
if wo are willing to admit that the mass of events could 
be cominessed into one day— which, however, would have 
its great difiiculties still the laws of locality are observed 
only in so far as the scene, although clianging from one 
place to another, always remains within the city of 
Venice. And instead of the chief msthetic recpiirement, 
unity of action, Ben Jonson has cunningly substituted the 
‘ law of persons.’ Wliat he means ]:)y the latter expression 
cannot be said with certainty, probably the unity and 
immutability of the character given to each person. This, 
certainly, is as distinctly expressed as strictly observed, 
in other words, every figure again plays in rigid consist- 
ency only with its own definite and individual ‘ humour.’ 
However, it is self-evident that as regards composition and 
the artistic unity of ibrm, little or nothing is thereby 
gained. In this respect the piece is about as defective as 
‘Every Man in his Humour’ and his other already-men- 
tioned comedies. For even if all the various intrigues — 
which turn upon the person of Volpone, and are again 
centred in the character of a servant, the parasite Mosca 
— were allowed to be one action (although they are so 
only externally), still the scenes between Sir Politick 
Would-be and Peregrine are neither externally nor in- 
ternally connected with the main action: these two 
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persons, and Nano, Castrone, and Androgyne, are as 
uninteresting as they are superfluous. 

The external unity of locality, time and action seems 
to be most strictly adhered to in the ‘ Alchymist ’ (1610). 
Here also it is indeed scarcely credible that the space of 
a single day should bo sufficient to include the mass of 
events, and yet it is, no doubt, at least conceivable. The 
place changes merely between the different rooms of one 
and the same house, it is only in the last act that one 
scene is enacted in the street before the house. Nay, 
even the unity of action is preserved, in so far as it 
consists only of a succession of impositions and knavish 
tricks, by which a number of fools and blockheads, each 
in his own way, are cheated out of their money and 
possessions. However, when more carefully examined, 
this mere succession is divided into a number of separate 
actions and intrigues which, being without a centre, 
without internal unity, arc held together merely by the 
prosaic idea of deceit. The whole is again a ])icture from 
real life, exhibiting a characteristic feature of the time : 
the superstition and the credulity with which persons of 
all ranks continued to allow themselves to be made fools 
of by wonder-worldng imposters of all kinds ; it is thus 
ail attack upon tlio remains of the mcdimval belief in 
ghosts, fairies, alchemy and magic arts. Otherwise the 
play moves in the same sphere as * Yolpone ’ : the alchymist 
is a cunning vagrant, he together with Jeroniy (Face), 
the butler, and i)ol Common, a court lisan, play the chief 
parts. All the other characters, with the exception of 
hertinax Surly and Lovewitt(who again are but secondary 
figures), exhibit such a vulgar dispesition, or a foolishness 
so devoid of mind and heart, and again are so one-sided — 
each being characterised only by liis or her special 
‘humour* — that they glide past our interest like mere 
masks. Even the Ihiritaiis (Ananias and Tribulation 
Wholesome), whom Ben Joiison introduces among tlio de- 
ceived children of the world by way of contrast, are 
ordinary hypocrites and blockheads, although ho liad a 
good opportunity for giving his play a higher psychological 
interest by pointing out how closely fanatical faith and 
common superstition border upon one another. The cou- 



304 BHAKSPKARE AND EIS CONTEMPORARIES. [BOOK Hi. 

elusion also, is in the highest degree unsatisfactory and 
unpootical. In contrast to ‘ Volpone,’ the principal agent 
of falsehood and deception — and thus of the whole action 
— is the butler Jeremy, who in this case is pardoned and 
his two accomplices helped to escape ; nay, Lovewitt, his 
master, even approves of his rascally tricks, and in the 
end draws every advantage from them. This is a new 
piece of vulgarity which cannot bo excused by protended 
love of drollery and wit ; for low imposition, bawdry and 
rape are, in themselves, neither witty nor droll, and the 
goddess of beauty and art can forgive all, but not vulgar 
ugliness or ugly vulgarity. 

Nevertheless ‘ A'olpone ’ and ‘ The Alchymist ’ are favour- 
ably distinguished by interesting complication and an un- 
expected solution of the plot, by animation and the rapid 
movement of the action, as well as by clever dialogue. In 
his other comedies ^al tin aigh as regards delineation of 
character, composition and poetical substance they stand 
no higher— Jonson often becomes heartily tedious, and 
wearies the most patient mind v^ith the long pedantic 
speeches he puts into thn mouths of his characters, with 
the lagging course of the action and the number of super- 
fluous and uninteresting secondary figures, who servo 
only to retard the progress of the action. 

Although, as already said, the satire in all of these 
pieces is, so to say, concealed behind the general signifi- 
cance of the subject, still the conception of the comic, 
upon which they are founded, agrees with the nature of 
satire ; we find in all cases the vices, follies and perver- 
sities of the age, not merely represented in the form of 
the laughable, and in the direct contradiction by which 
they annul themselves, but, as it were, drawn before 
justice and derided, condemned and pilloried for the im- 
provement of others. Still it certainly is wit which 
instructs the law-suit, and rules the proceedings of the 
magistrate and the beadle, and moreover the sentence in 
generally just ; but mere wit is in itself as little poetical 
as moral justice or a sentence of punishment and its 
execution. The fault is that the comic element does not 
lie in the object itself and in its representation, but in 
the manner in which it is treated by others, in the jokes 
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made at its expense, and in the contempt and derision 
which is poured over it. Ben Jonson produces his comic 
effect by the wit of a reflecting intellect which has its 
object before it externally, and quizzes it, not by the wit of 
a creative imagination which makes the object itself witty 
and appear comic. The prosaic seriousness of the critic, 
accordingly, breaks out everywhere and always destroys 
the poetical illusion which is called forth by the cleverly 
managed dramatic form. Wo leave the drama in a tho- 
roughly prosaic mood of contempt or of indifference 
towards the degraded world, and with the equally prosaic 
consolation that wo ourselves, after all, arc somewhat 
better, and that vice and folly still invariably meet with 
their own punishment. 

As regards Ben Jonson’s conception of tragedy, the very 
subjects which he selected for his two tragedies are in the 
highest degree characteristic. The one treats of the fall 
of Sejanus, the other of the conspiracy of Catiline. 
‘Sejanus, his Fall’ (1603), is justly considered the better 
of the two ; for he gives an excellent acconjit of the story 
of the notorious favourite of Tiberius, of the tyrant him- 
self, and of the cunning manner in which the latter made 
a slave ol fallen Rome. But it is merely dramatised 
history, or rather history in dialogue, an exact account of 
what is given in the authorities from which it is drawn, 
with genuine quotations below the text, and faithful trans- 
lations of passages from Tacitus, I’lutarch and Suetonius in 
the text. But mere history is not poetical ; it does, indeed, 
in all cases contain poetical matter, but its treasures 
cannot bo pocketed without some trouble, and just as 
the earth conceals within her dark lap the precious gold 
in its yet rough, impure and formless state, so the 
poet has first to bring forth his treasures, to melt them and 
to pour them into the form of poetry. Or is it to be con- 
sidered poetical in Ben Jonson wlien, in dry succession, he 
introduces all the horrors of the tyranny of a Tiberius, 
and all the foul deeds of a Sejanus? Is it a poetical 
sight to see the exalted, but passive and impotent 
virtues of a Silius, Sabinus, and Cremiitius Cordus fall under 
the executioner’s axe like lambs? Can it poetically 
elevate our feelings, or even merely excite our sympathy, 

VOL. I. X 
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that in the end the wretched favourite and the still luoro 
wretched tyrant are, as it were, tripped up by the heels, 
and that the hideous Colossus, bloated by vice and crime, 
should be brought to ruin? On the contrary, such a 
subject, such a conception of history must necessarily 
destroy all artistic motives, all fineness of characterisation, 
all force of diction. 

We do not undervcaliie Ben Jonson’s good intention; he 
wished, on the one hand to o})poso the inadmissible liberties 
and arbitrary disfigurements, with which most of the poets 
of the day treated historical subjects ; on the other hand, 
ho wished to contrast an intelligible, systematic and well- 
arranged drama, as regards form, with the extravagant 
and irregular productions of an unbridled imagination, 
such as still monopolised the stage. But his prosaic idea 
of the nature of dramatic poetry, his equally prosaic con- 
ceptions of tragedy and his mistaken zeal for the antique 
form of the drama, misguided liim in the choice and. in 
the treatment of his sul»jects. As ho thought the drama 
ought to bo a faithful idcturo of real life, ho not only 
believed that there should not, in any feature, bo a devia- 
tion from history, but also that no feature should be added, 
and not only that no alteration should be made in the 
subject, but tliat the form should remain unchanged. 
And as with him, the tragic element was but the dramatic 
embodiment of the chastising Nemesis, or of blind fate 
sending death and destruction, ho considered the represen- 
tation of great historical crimes and their punishment to 
be the best tragic subjects. 

As regards form, lastly, lie here disregards the Aris- 
totelian rules even more than in most of his comedies, 
in so far as the unity of time is not attended to, and 
the unity of place and action is no more strictly ohsorved 
than in his comedies, lie expressly excuses liimself for 
this in the ]>refaco to his ‘ Sejanus,’ owing to the stub- 
bornness of the subject, and tlie necessary regard for 
his public, which, he says, kept liiiu from furnisbiug 
his piece with choruses after the manner of the ancients. 
However, there was no need of any such excuse, for tho 
dramatic form is essentially as good, or as bad, as in all 
of his other nieces. The rational, systematic order, of 
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which he delights to boast, consists, in fact, merely in 
the chronological arrangement of the more important 
facts concerning the person of Sejanus, thus in the direct 
connection of all individual parts of the action, with the 
character and the fortunes of his hero. The latter forms 
the centre upon which everything turns, all other relations, 
all the other characters are developed only in so far as 
they affect Sejanus’s sphere of life, in other words, all the 
other persons, Tiberius not excepted, are devoid of all 
independent significance, are purely secondary figures, 
who appear on the stage and again vanish without leaving 
a trace of their existence, according as Sejanus’s constel- 
lation affects or has passed by them. And as of these 
more or less secondary persons there are no fewer than 
thirty -three, it may easily be imagined that many of the 
scenes of the play arc wanting in lively interest, especially 
as Sejanus himself is incapable of winning any great 
sympathy, and Ben Jonson’s mode of delineating charac- 
ters always shows us but st)me special side, no full, com- 
plete men. At all events this unity of form is not organic, 
or dramatic, is no unity of action, but biographical, 
mechanical and prosaic ; the centre, as such, illuminated 
on one side by the darkening of all the radii together 
with the periphery, is indeed a unity, but simply a dry, 
mathematical unity. 

In ‘Catiline, his Conspiracy’ (1(311), Ben Jonson, it is 
true, treats the historical subject somewhat more freely, 
and the first two acts eonsef|uently pt)ssess sonicAvhat more 
dramatic life ; moreover, the rest of the characters — at 
hast the principal persons —are somewhat more indepen- 
dently contrasted with the liero, they have their own sphere 
of life, and hence claim our interest in a higher degree. 
But to make up for tliis, from the beginning of the third 
act, the action lags on in long speeches (partly transla- 
tions from Sallust, Cicero, etc.), without moving from 
the spot ; and as these, in themselves, have no ideal con- 
nection, the unity of place and time is no better observetl 
than in ‘ Sejanus ; ’ in the last act tho scene changes 
several times between liome and Fiesole, and as even the 
ahovo-mentioned mathematical unity is wanting, tho piece 
is devoid of any formal unity, if it is not found in the one 
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fact, that the unsuccessful conspiracy of Catiline forms the 
substance of the whole representation. Otherwise the 
choice of the subject, the conception of the tragic, com- 
position, delineation of character and language are essen- 
tially the same as in ‘ Sejanus.’ However, we are willing 
to admit that both tragedies are especially distinguished 
by that ‘gravity and height of elocution, fulness and 
frequency of sentence,’ of which Ben Jonson boasts; it 
also cannot be denied that there is a ‘ dignity of persons,’ 
but only in the sense in which Ben Jonson uses the 
words. .Yet ‘ Catiline ’ is specially interesting, only, because 
Ben Jonson has liere actually made the attempt of re- 
introducing the chorus of ancient tragedy, which seems to 
have disappeared from the English stage since those 
first attempts of the anticiue tendency in the domain of 
tragedy. Every fict, with the exception of the fifth, 
closes with a speech from the ‘ chorus,’ in rhymed strophes 
of a lyrical character, with general observations, opinions 
and wishes. Nothing, however, shows more plainly than 
these inappropriate choral chants, which are mere external 
appendages and disturb the whole illusion, how little 
Jonson comprehended ancient tragedy, and how far the 
latter, in its inmost spirit and nature, is removed from 
his tragedies.* 

* Mczieies (t e.), as a Frenchman, and in the interest and out of 
sympathy witli the so-callcd clus.sic French drama, regards Ben Jonson 
and his style from th;) mo-st favourable point of view; but in all 
essential points he neverthclews so fully agrees with the characteris- 
ation and judgment I gave — not only of Ikm Jonson, but of all the 
other predecessors and conlcm|)oraries of Slrnkspeare — in the second 
edition of this work, and which I Imvc lu*re n jxiatcd with but some 
improvements of expression, that my icsthetico-critical principles have 
only been confirmed. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

THE BEN-JONSON sciiooii — continued. 

Beaummt and Fletcher ^ Massinger, Ford and Field. 

Ben Jonson’s opinion as to the nature of dramatic poetry, 
his conception of tragedy, his idea of comedy, his whole 
view of life with its rational realism, we again meet with 
in Beaumont, Fletcher, Massinger, Ford, Field, and all the 
younger dramatists from 1005 to 1(542. I do not mean to 
say that these poets acknowledged Ben Jonson, thepoe/, as 
their lord and master, or that they exclusively took him as 
their model, imitated his style, or adopted his peculiarities 
(it is only Beaumont’s ‘Woman Hater’ and ‘The Nice 
Valour or the Passionate Madman ’ that are decided imita- 
tions of Ben Jonson). On the contrary, the most distin- 
guished of them, Beaumont, Fletcher and Massinger, in 
poetical talent, far surpassed Bon Jonson’s more critical than 
poetical mind. And even though Beaumont, in his eminent 
acuteness of intellect, and his prevailing vindication of 
criticism and reflection, closely resembled his friend Ben 
Jonson, still Fletcher’s poetical talent stood nearer Shak- 
speare than Ben Jonson, and Massinger stood at least as 
near the one as the other. My reason for having classed 
these dramatists under the collective name of the Ben- 
Jonson School is, on the one hand, because Ben Jonson was 
the first to introduce the now conception and mode of 
treating Ijio drama, the first, intentionally to exclude the 
still remaining elements of the mediaeval formation of art, 
and thus, the first to break the threads of the hitherto ever 
progressive development of the drama ; the first to raise the 
fundamental features of the now view of art and life — 
called the ‘Renaissance’ — to constitutive elements of 
dramatic poetry; the first to make the drama the mere 
image of reality, in short, the first to introduce the 
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complete transformation of tho drama, both as regar^is 
subject and form ; on the other hand, because, in England, 
it was chiefly the above mentioned poets, who, by their 
great talent for the new view of art and life, first, if we 
may so speak, acquired the franchise in the domain of 
})oetry.^ For, in reality, what was wanting in Beaumont, 
J'letchor, and Massinger, was only the inner centre and 
the point of gravitation of all art, that line and infallible 
sense of beauty which, in all cases, knows how to hit tho 
right medium, to place all the individual qualities that 
constitute the poet, as well as all the elements of poetry 
itself, in harmony among one another, to balance them with 
one another, and to ])ut them in the right relation with their 
common object. Tho several gifts — acuteness of judgment, 
readiness and fulnc'ss of wit, boldness of invention, animated 
delineation of character, susceptibility of feeling, pathos of 
emotion and of passion, purity and power of expression in 
all the tones of language, from Fletcher’s elegance and 
fluency of convei'sation, through I>(‘aumont’8 dialectic 
acuteness of reflection, up to hlassinger’s overpowering 
rhetoric of the trngic pathos — all these several gifts they 
]) 0 sscssed in a mure or loss high degree, so that in one 
or other respect, they can be placed l)y the side of Shak- 
speare. But these talents were, so to speak, scattered, 
that is, had no solidity or connection, and those who 
possessed them were unable to make tho right use of 
them ; partly because none of tliem possessed all in an 
equal degree, partly because in creative power of imagina- 
tion, in greatness {>f mind, in po>vor and fulness of poetical 
ideas, they stood as far below Shakspeare, as their general 
conception of art and life was more one-sided, more super- 
ficial, and more unjjoctic than Shakspeare’s profound view, 
which embraced both medieval and modeiTi times. 

* When Mezieres (ConfempnrahiH et succeftneurs ile Sh. p/H 25 ff., 807 
ff.) classes Beaumont and Fletcher with Shakspeare instead of witli 
Ben Jonson, and calls tliern Bhakspean/s successors, lie has overlooked, 
or not sufficiently estimated the fact that in spite of tho external 
similarities of style, all the essential elements of dramatic poetry, their 
idea of tragedy and comedy, their mode of characterisation, their choice 
of subject, motive and <hject of their representation — in short, that tlio 
spirit and character of their compositions differ as widely from Shak- 
flpearo as they re.^emble Ben Jonson. 
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It would lead me too far, were I to characterise these 
poets more in detail. I must content myself with — as far 
as necessary — establishing my judgment by some general 
remarks in regard to the best of their works, and with point- 
ing out the affinity of their idea of art and dramatic 
stylo with Ben Jonson’s. Francis Beaumont (born 1580, d. 
1615), and John Fletcher (born 1576, d. 1625), belonged to 
the higher ranks of English society, the former to the old 
family of Beaumont of Gracedieii in Leicestershire; the 
latter was a son of Dr. Eichard Fletcher, bishop of Bristol, 
subsequently of Worcester, and after 1593 of London, and 
both had studied at the University of C'ambridge.* Their 
more refined social culture was not witliout its influence 
upon their poetical works, which, as is well known, they for 
the most part composed conjointly. Their dramas not only 
give the tone of conversation of tlie higlier ranks in a more 
natural and correct manner thj;^<. tliose of Shakspeare and 
his associates, but are also not sob ill of low obscenities of the 
coarsest description, such as are adhibited undisguisedly and 
barefacedly in the later pieces oV W. Eowley, Middleton, 
and most of the younger poets, ^ nd compared with which 
Sliakspeare’s Muse — which is frequently accused of the same 
offence — appears chaste and pure. And yet they show that 
same characteristic tendency Avliich we meet with in Ben 
Jonson, Chapman, Dekker, Marston and Webster’s works, 
of making low vices and crimes the main subjects of their 
pieces. Thus the action in ‘ The Maid's Tragedy ’ turns 
upon the adulterous relation between tlie King and 
Evadne whom ho has seduced, and upon Amintor’s in- 
fidelity towards Aspatia ; in ‘ ^fhe Double Marriage * upon 
the non-compliance of the marriago duty on the part of the 
twice loved and married \'irolet, about which his second 
consort, the otherwise noble character of Martia, breaks out 
into such a state of hatred and rage, that she throws her- 
self into wie arms of the Tyrant Ferrand, and becomes his 
mistress ; in ‘ The False One ’ the action turns upon the 
weak-minded Ptolemy’s base betrayal of his friend and 
patron Pompey, and upon Cmsar’s carnal love for the 

* See preface to the edition of 1711 in the IPor/rs of Francis Beau- 
mont and John Fletcher. Witli uotce, etc., by Theobald, Suward, and 
ISympson. Vol. i., London, 1750. 
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beautiful Cleopatra ; in ‘ The Bloody Brother/ upon adul- 
tery and fratricide ; in ‘ Philaster, or Love lies a 1 deeding/ 
upon the immoral relation between the Princess Arethusa 
and her page, of which she is accused by aVJ egra, who is 
herself caught in the bedroom of JMnce Pharamon ; in the 
‘ King and no King,’ upon the passionate love between two 
who are supposed to bo brother and sister, and which at 
every moment threatens to become incest ; in ‘ The Knight 
of Malta,* upon Mountferrat’s attempt to seduce the noble- 
minded Oriana by cunning and force, etc. 

These pieces are justly regarded as the best of those tra- 
gedies which tlio two poets composed conjointly. The three 
last-named plays, among which wo may also class another 
of Fletcher’s works, ‘ The Two Noble Kinsmen’ (in which, 
as already remarked, Shakspeare is said to have had a hand), 
are indeed, in reality neither tragic nor comic, but belong to 
the great class of dramai^^-'jyhich were at that time called 
tragi-comedies ; thov are ^ >t tragedies, for they want the 
tragic catastrophe, and th ’• cannot be regarded as comedies, 
because they not only the comic substance, but also 
the form and st^de of cunedy. On the other hand, how- 
ever, they seem closely to resemble the four first-mentioned 
])lays, which are expressly called tragedies, in so far as in 
the latter the tragic clement consists only in the fact that 
moral worthlessness or low crime, which triumph over 
virtue and magnanimity, in the end find their bloody 
punishment. 

This is the general idea of tragedy, invariably met with in 
Beaumont and Fletclier, with various modifications. Some 
of their pieces, for instance the two most excellent of 
the above four, and in my ojunion the best of all their 
tragedies, ‘ The Tragedy of Valentinian,’ and ‘ The Maid’s 
Tragedy,’ are only apparently an exception to this. For if, 
in the first case Maximus, and in the second, Evadne or 
Amintor, could be regarded as the bearers of tSe tragic 
pathos, then, in both pieces, the idea of the tragic would 
certainly rise to about the same level as Shakspeare’s idea. 
But Amintor and Maximus are treated precisely as more 
secondary figures, and Evadne — who, moreover, with 
Mehintius, the actual centre of the tragic pathos, also dis- 
appears into the backgnmnd — seems at first so impudent 
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and insolent in her dishonour, and is only subsequently, 
by Melantius, brought to the consciousness of her disgrace, 
that for this reason alone she cannot be considered the 
representative of the higher idea of the tragic: Melan- 
tius, lastly, although the soul of the action, is excluded 
from the tragic catastrophe. According to this, how- 
ever, only Valentinian and the King of Rhodes can be 
regarded as the heroes of the two tragedies ; the former is 
the poor imitation of a Nero or Tiberius, the latter a 
reckless libertine ; their downfall, therefore, excites in us 
as little tragic emotion as the death of the childish and 
weak-minded Ptolemy, or that of the worthless Septimus 
and Photinus in ‘ The False One,’ or the mureler of the 
bloody tyrant Ferrand in ‘ The Double Marriage.’ For 
the Nemesis of the crime — let the latter be ever so great, 
and the punishment ever so bloody — is in itself neither 
tragic nor oven poetical. Accordingly, we can at most 
say, that some of Beaumont’s and Fletcher’s tragedies 
border closely upon the true idea of tragedy, in so far 
as the punishment of the criminal, who has to play 
the part of the hero, seems, by his own weakness, also to 
involve the downfall of what is noble, great and beautiful. 

Their idea of tragedy stands in so close a relation to 
their conception of comedy, that l)oth, as it were, differ only 
quantitatively from each other. As in the former case, vice 
and crime are hero also overtaken by the serious punish- 
ment of justice, and come to a bloody end, in the latter 
it is the lesser failings, moral weaknesses, follies and per- 
versities, that meet with the censure of S(;orn and derision ; 
it is these failings which morally and poetically ruin the 
bearers of the comic pathos. This explains the fact that, 
apart from the above-mentioned tragi-comedies, many 
other pieces of Beaumont and Fletcher also wander about 
on the borders between tragedy and comedy, without 
being abft to find their way into either domain. However, 
the satirical tendency, which in Ben Jonson lurks in the 
background, does, it is true, but rarely put in an appear- 
ance, and is never directed against persons, but invariably 
against the thing, against some folly or bad habit ; thus, 
for instance in ‘ The Knight of the Burning Pestle,’ the 
satire is directed against that form of chivalry which 
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Cervantes, about the same time, ridicules in so masterly a 
manner, and which has long since become an anachronisio, 
but is still popular on the stage ; in ‘ The Nice Valour or 
the Passionate Madman,* against the rage for duelling ; in 
‘ The Wild-goose Chase,* against the passion of Englishmen 
for travelling. And yet the comic element is nevertheless 
generally cliaractorised by that prosaic seriousness which, 
in Ben Jonson, is with difficulty concealed behind the wit 
and the laughable characters ; except that, in them, it is not 
so readily discovered, because it is more successfully hidden 
beneath the brilliant exterior of an interesting intrigue, 
animated delineation of character and poetical diction. 

However, it is not only the tragi-coniedies, but several 
of the comedies as well, tluxt contain this moralising ten- 
dency which lowers poetry into a mere means for inculca- 
ting one or other s])oeial moral or maxim, for instance, 
in ‘ The Elder Brother,* ‘ The S])anish Curate,’ ‘ Kule a 
Wife and Have a AVife,* ‘ The Martial Maid,’ ‘ d'lie AVoman’s 
Prize or tlie Tamer tam’d,' ‘The Nobk^ (lentleman,’ ‘ Women 
Pleas’d, ’ etc. In other j^ieees where this tendency cannot 
be proved to exist, as in ‘ The Little French Lawyer,’ ‘ The 
Fair Maid of the Alill,’ and ‘ Monsieur Thomas,’ the comic 
element consists only in the devtdopinent of a complicated, 
more or less interesting intrigue with a happy ending, 
furbished up witli a number of comic characters and 
situations, but without any liigher poetical significance. 
The intrigue of course turns upon love, and generally 
so exclusively exhibits its low, sensual side, that the 
obscenities render some scenes cpiite intolerable ; with few 
exceptions, in all the comedies of Beaumont and Fletcher, 
attempted adultery or something of the kind, forms, if 
not the centre, at least an essential motive of the action. 
Jt is only occasionally, as in ‘ Wit without Money,’ and 
in ‘The AVild-goose Cliase,’ that the comic element ap- 
proaches Shakspeare’s idea of it. In the first-named 
piece, at least, Akilentine, the centre of the whole, in his 
contempt for money and his arrogant reliance on his wit, 
j)os8esses something of that genuine poetical spirit of 
the Vive la Bagatelle, which predominates in Shakspearo’s 
l)etter comedies. It is a pity that he is cured in the end, 
and that the old uncle, and Lance, the falconer, cSirry their 
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point with their proso. Moreover the piece as a whole 
has something obscure and chaotic in its connection; at 
least, one does not exactly understand how it should 
suddenly come about that Valentine marries the rich and 
amiable widow, and relinquishes a life of mere wit. In 
short, it is clear from this piece that the poets (probably 
Fletcher only) did not feel themselves quite at home in 
this higher sphere of the comic, extending as it did 
above common reality. In by far the greater number of 
their comedies, they do not quit the ground of real life ; 
like Ben Jonson, their usual object was to copy its form 
in manners and customs, inclinations and endeavours, 
opinions and ideas, in as faithful a manner as possible. 

Their mode of cliaracterisation is indeed not so one- 
sided as Ben Jonson’s ; many of tlicir figures, although far 
from attaining the fulness of life and the individuality 
of Shakspeare’s characters, are nevertheless full, round 
forms. Yet their (diaractiirisation throughout has some- 
thing sharp, cutting and extreme, and many of their 
characters are so exaggerated, that they degenerate into 
caricatures, whereas others seem to be so at home in 
virtues and vices, that their individuality is lost in those, 
and instead of living persons they appear mere personi- 
fications of general ideas c*f virtue and vice. If such 
characters as il^tius in the ‘ Hie Tragedy of Valentinian,’ 
Kollo in ‘The Bloody 15rotheiV Ferrand, Juliana and 
Martia in * The Double Marriagi^’ Btoleiny and Septi- 
mus in ‘The False One,’ lh‘ssus and ])artly also Arbaces 
in ‘ The King and no King,’ Megra in ‘ Bhiiaster,’ Charles 
with his exaggerated ])assion for study, and Egremont 
and Cowley with their caricatured courtier natures in 
‘Tlio Elder Brother,’ Bartolus, l.o])ez and Diego in ‘The 
Si)anish Curate,’ Ijaw'rit in ‘ The Little French Lawyer,’ 
Shamont, Lapet and “the passionate lord” in ‘The Nice 
Valour,’ and others, are examined somewhat closely, it 
will be found that they are as ditlerent from Shakspeare’s 
characters and his mode of characterisation as most of 
Bon J orison’s figures, though in a different way. The 
fault obviously lies, partly in tho erroneous endeavours 
of both poets towards great tragic or comic effects, partly 
in the wftnt of creative imagination, and the preponderance? 
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of reflection and tendency, in consequence of which they 
cut out their characters too much for definite objects, and 
indeed give external definitions sharply and correctly, but 
are incapable of giving them the wealth and variety of 
the inner life. This want is especially apparent in pieces 
like * The Lover’s Progress,’ * The Prophetess * and ‘ Cupid’s 
Eevenge,* in which they make an attempt to introduce 
apparitions, magic and prophecy, in short, creatures from 
the superlunar world of the imagination. That these un- 
successful attempts are far inferior to Shakspeare’s ex- 
cellent productions, must bo admitted even by their most 
decided admii ers. In fact Beaumont and Fletcher possessed 
as little feeling for the poetical significance of mediaeval 
belief and supers! tion, as Ben Jon.son. Like the latter, 
they comprehended it ratln^r but from the intellectual 
point of view, and accordingly treated it with contempt, 
or pursued it with scorn and ridicule, as for instance, in 
* The Bloody Brother,’ and ‘ The Fair Maid of the Inn.’ 

Beaumont and Fletcher exhibit their greatest power in 
their treatment of lautjuage ; their diction is, in most cases, 
truly poetical, as easy, fluent and animated in comedy, 
as energetic and patlictic — even to grandeur — in tragedy. 
The expression of special emotions, of special feelings or 
passions are in them so perfect in this respect, that Shak- 
speare is but little in advance of them. Masterly, for 
instance, is tlie scene in ‘ Valcntinian,’ in which Maximus 
first meets his wife — after she has been dishonoured— 
where ho gives utterance to his grief and indignation, in the 
most affecting words. Excellent also, in the same tragedy, 
are the descriptions of the death of .diltius, and the agonies 
of the poisoned Yalentinian; excellent is Amintor’s grief 
and Melantius’ rage in ‘The Maid’s Tragedy’; excellent 
(although but an imitation of Shakspeare’s Ophelia) the 
sufferings and madness of the jailor’s daughter in * The 
Two Noble Kinsmen ’ ; and similarly, more or less distin- 
guished pictures may be found in ‘ The King or No King,’ 

‘ Philaster,’ ‘ The Double Marriage ’ and other pieces. Yet 
they are mere pictures, masterly portraits of striking truth 
and animation ; we miss the depth, beauty and elevation 
of a truly poetical view of life, wo miss the ideality of 
the subject, by which alone the portrait can Ijecomo a 
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great work of art, and in fact, which alone can raise the 
special into the sphere of poetry. Besides this, their 
diction, although considerably higher than Ben Jonson’s, 
nevertheless shows a certain resemblance to his style, in so 
far as, in most cases, it is sharp and pointed ; their diction 
w'ants the softness, the flexibility and elasticity which is 
capable not only of rendering clear and fully developed 
tlioughts and well known feelings and passions, but also 
of reflecting those embryos of the mine], those faint, in- 
definite emotions of the soul which hover in the twilight 
of semi-consciousness, and are so frequently the actual 
sources of our actions and destinies ; it wants that delicate, 
picturesque haze of distance which fills up all gaps and 
intermediate spaces, which softens the sharpness of the 
outlines and rounds off all edges and corners. They 
even have, in common with Ben Jon son, the prosaic trick 
of furbishing up their dramas with passages from ancient 
writers in more or less faithful translations. In ‘ The 
Bloody Brother,’ there are several passages from Seneca’s 
‘Thebais,’ and in ‘The False One,’ the description of the 
battle of Pharselus, and the speeches of Achoreus and 
Photinus in the council of Ptolemy, arc borrowed from 
Lucan. 

At all events the art of language of itself alone does 
not make the poet; it can do no more than i)rovide the 
beauty and elevation of ideas with an appropriate dress, 
if this be wanting, then the dress is but a dress. Beau- 
mont and Fletcher are evidently po(jr in ideas, that is, 
they want, not so much special and |)oetical thoughts, 
appropriate maxims, ingenious remarks, but assuredly 
those flashes of the mind which reveal all life from a new 
aspect, which penetrate into its inmost nature, and give 
views from the centre over the whol(‘, in a breadth and 
clearness such as, in fact, can bo obtained only from 
a centre. This want manifests itself not only in the 
superficiality of their conception of tragedy and comedy, 
^ut, especially, in their mode of composition. While 
^hakspeare, as we shall see, founded his dramas, in most 
cases, upon ideas in this sense, we find in them only 
some special moral maxim made, so to say, the moral 
of the poem, of which the above-mentioned comedies and 
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tragedies with their moralising tendency may bo regarded 
as examples. But such special maxims, owing to their 
very nature, express but a very small part of life and 
humanity, and accordingly, in their narrowness, are 
unable to give the dramatic work of art — which is to 
present full and complete men — an inner organic unity. 
Hence Beaumont and Fletcher endeavour to obtain this 
unity in a different way, in a more external manner. In 
this tliey again meet Ben Jonson. For as the latter, in 
following the Aristotelian unities, endeavoured, at all 
events, to adhere to the unity of time and place, and in 
most cases dropped the unity of action, so they, on the 
contrary, strove most towards attaining the unity of action, 
and disregarded the unities of place and time. In many 
of their better ])ieces — such as ‘ Valentinian,^ ‘ The Bloody 
Brother,* ‘ A King or no King,* ‘ The Knight of Malta,* 
‘ The Elder Brother,’ ‘ Wit without Money,’ ‘ Rule a Wife 
and Have a Wife,’ — they have, by the rigorous develop- 
ment of an all-omi)racing intrigue, succeeded perfectly in 
giving the drama an external finish, such as is not met 
with, to the same extent, in anyone of Jonson’s pieces; in 
others, such as ‘ Phi las ter,* ‘The Maid’s Tragedy,* ‘The 
Double Maniage,’ ‘Tlio Two Noble Kinsmen,’ ‘ The Little 
French Lawyer,’ wo indeed still find side-paths running 
along by the higli road of the action, but these are so 
closely, so smoothly and so naturally connected with the 
former, that the unity of the whole is not disturbed. This 
again shows the finer tact and the higher poetical talent of 
the two friends. For of the three Aristotelian unities, the 
unity of action is the most important, tlie most necesstary ; 
without it the unities of jdace and time, oven thougli 
ever so strictly observed, cannot accomplish anything. 
But even the unity of action alone produces in all cases 
but a certain external finish ; it docs not necessarily 
include the ideal character of the drama, and if the latter 
is not supported and penetrated with an inner intellectiuil 
unity, the whole ])ieco will nevertheless internally fall 
asunder. In ‘ Valeiitinian,* for instance — in spite of the 
strict observation of the unity of the intrigue which turns 
throughout upon thfj outrage committed upon Lucina— 
the fate of Aitius has not the slightest connection with 
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that of Maximus and of Valentinian ; and thus the piece 
in reality describes three dififereut careers of the most 
different si^ificance, and these run on by the side of one 
another, without in any way affecting each other, and 
accordingly, the piece when carefully examined is found 
to be divided into three separate dramas. The external 
unity of action cannot produce what it ought, except when 
combined with a kind of characterisation which— as in 
Greek tragedy — represents the persons in typical ideality^ 
as the universally recognised prototypes and models of 
humanity. If, as is invariably the case in the English 
drama, these are so strongly individualised, that the personal, 
the special, are peculiarly inominent in them, then the 
unity of the action is not merely unable to embrace the 
variety of careers, but the more strictly it is adhered to, 
the more it disturbs the general. applicability of the repre- 
sented action — its signilicance for all mankind — and the 
drama degenerates into a dramatised anecdote, or at most 
has the value of a good historical representation of a 
single incident. 

1 shall, pass over Massinger, Ford, Field, and the less 
important talents which followed lleaumont aiiel Fletcher; 
for although Philip Massinger (born in 1584, appeared as a 
dramatic poet after IbOO, probaldy not till 1009-10, and 
died in 1639) is completely their equal in poetic gifts, 
still his whole peculiarity consists only in the fact that, 
having a bold, energetic mind agitated by strung feel- 
ings, he everywhere lays on his f;olours more powerfully ; 
hence, the merits as well as the defects of Beaumont and 
Fletcher’s dramatic style ai)pear in him more decided and 
more glaring.* It was, in fact, not my intention to bring 

* Thus for instance tlie snpeifleial, nnpK'tical mneeption of tragedy 
in his jDw/ce of Milin, The, i^unalHraJ Comhnt, The Fatal Do a' n/, and 
others {The Vinjin Martyr forms au oxci'ption, but is in reality no 
tragedy, but a draiiuitiscd legend, in 'whieli nn nngel — the page Angelo 
—plays the chief part, and reminds us of Cahleroifs Autos). In his 
^medics the satirical element is more decidedly maintained, especially 
in The City Madam, The New Way to pay Old Debts and others. In 
these two comedies, as well as in The rarliaumd of Love, The Maid of 
Honour, The Picture, The Guardian, we Ihid an undisguised inclination 
to lead the representation in the. end back to a common moral, an incli- 
nation which in him oven occupies a place in his tragedies, such as 
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the separate poets before the reader, each in his individu- 
ality, but merely to explain in a general way, in what 
relations the two Schools or tendencies distinguished 
above, stood to each other, and in what way each en- 
deavoured to solve the problem set before it by the 
dramatic art of the day. The problem, as we have seen, 
consisted in giving the English drama its appropriate 
artistic form, that is, to combine the variety of individual 
characters and of single deeds and destinies (such as life 
and history present) under one unity, not only capable 
extenially, of rounding off this variety, and of arranging 
it, but also of being able to give it an ethical character 
and a general significance. The result of our enquiry is 
that neither of the two Schools succeeded in solving the 
problem. Both struck out upon exactly opposite paths, 
of which, however, the one was as wrong as the other. 
The contemporaries and direct successors of Greene and 
Marlowe looked for unity in a vague, ideal generality by 
enclosing, as it were, tlie multiplicity, the individuality of 
characters and actions in the wide, dilatable circle of a 
general poetic mood, to which circle — like lleywood and 
others in some pieces — they certainly gave a peculiar, and 
in some dramas a characteristic colouring by means of a 
prevailing, definite tendency. But this circle had no 


in The Unnatural Comlat, The Duke of Milan, The Fatal Dowry. To 
make up for this Ma-ssiuger pays kss attention to the external unity 
of the action ; his Unnaturcl Comhat embraces two entirely different 
actions, the one of whicli turns upon old Malefort, the other upon 
Theocrine ; The Virgin Martyr has three actions ; The Renegado even 
more. His characters, lastly, are even more cxafrj'erated into esrica- 
tures or weakened into abstract ideas; thus the younger Novall, 
Liladam, and Aymcr in The Fatal J)owry, Cnedy and Marndl in 
The New Way to pay Old Dehtx, Horothea, Theophilus, and Sapritius 
in The Virgin Martyr, and most of the characters in The Duke of Milan 
and The City Madam. Ford’s best piece is his historical tragedy, 
Ferkin Warheck. His other dramas are more oi’ less unimportant, in 
comparison with Beaumont, Fletcher, and Massinger’s best works. A 
collection of their works exists under the title of. The Dramatic Works 
of Massinger and Ford, with an Introduction hy II. Coleridge, London, 
1839. For further details about the year of Massinger’s death, see 
Collier s Memoirs of the principal Actors, etc., p. xiii. 
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centre and the periphery was so wide and uncertain, 
that its boundaries wore lost in an - imperceptible distance. 
The definite tendency, however, did not determine and 
control the whole, but was, in fact, merely an. element 
which especially asserted itself, was no general idea, but 
a single thought, and, as such, not sufficiently piofound 
and comprehensive to include all the separate parts. 
Ben Jonson and his associates, on the other hand, looked 
for unity in the sphere of real, numerical individuality ; 
they understood it after the manner of the ancients, that 
is, as an external, sensually perceptible, plastic unity. As 
the unity of place and of time it had, as it were, to be the 
framework which surrounded and held together the multi- 
farious figures, or, as the unity of the intrigue, of the plot 
and of the motive, it had to determine the separate deeds 
and destinies, just as a cause determines its effect. But 
the external frame only touches the canvas, not the picture 
itself; and the unity or ratlier the singleness of the 
intrigue is incapable of giving to the individual characters, 
actions, and destinies, tlie general significance which is 
expressed by them. And by attempting to trace back the 
representation to a single moral maxim, they did not get 
lieyond Heywood, with his similar endeavours, and more- 
uvor, by the admixture of a prosaic element they robbed 
their poems of the best part of their poetical lustre. 
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CHAPTER V. 

SHAKSPEARE’s dramatic style, and Ills IDEA OF THE DRAMA. 

The question may now arise, did Shakspeare succeed in 
solving the problem which lay before him, and by what 
means did lie solve it ? 

In the first place, it was through the profound and clear 
conception he possessed as to the nature of dramatic art 
which, even though ho may not have originally possessed 
it, ho nevertheless ac(iuircd in the course of his poetical 
career. 

He himself expresses his own opinion upon it, when ho 
makes Hamlet (iii. 2) say that the object of the drama is ‘ to 
hold, as ’twere, the mirror uj) to nature ; to show virtue her 
own feature, scorn her own image, and the very age atid 
body of the time his form and jwessure.^* 

It is clear from this explanation that Shakspeare 
sides with the English popular theatre; his wish was 
to keep to ‘nuture,’ to the reality exhibited in life and 
history ; he rejects tliuso efforts which seek to re- 
animate the unnatural drama of the ancients— unnatural 
in a double respect, owing to its plastic ideality and also 
its foreign character. At the same time, however, — 
and this distinguishes him from the English popular 
])oets before and beside him — ho gives the drama an 
essentially ethical relation. He does not intend to paint 
mere characters, to describe mere human actions and 

• Aoconlin" to S. Johnson tho word age in ShaksiK^are signifies 
“any period of time attributed to something as the whole or part of 
its duration,” and henee, in the present case, not this or that century 
(aix)ut the sixteenth), but more generally every period, the whole course 
of time, that is, liistory in general witliout limitation to any definite 
period. The Avords form and pressure do not signify merely external 
t)ufliiie8 (acts, events, customs, habits, etc.), but am intended to denote 
that the irama iti also to represent the ehuracter of the age. 
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destinies, feelings and emotions, etc., or even to hcd deed 
and portray passion physiologically, as a given phen^ry thing 
of nature (as H. Taine supposes); but as little is shows 
intention to play the part of a moralising censor, a po des- 
man of the law, or a schoolmaster of morals ; his oilers 
rather is to bring into view the innermost essence nts 
virtue, the eternal idea of what is good, in its contrast 
sin and vice. He thereby gives the drama its ideality 
back in another form ; it is not that the plastic ideal is to 
be embodied, but that the ethical ideal is to be pointed at. 
He who denies that Shakspeare’s dramas possess this ethico- 
ideal character, and regards him only as the poet of natare, 
the realist, the physiologist of passion, places him below 
those semi-poets who are overflowing with great inten- 
tions, but are incapable of giving utterance to them. And 
lastly, when Shakspearo sets the drama the problem of 
also showing its form and character to ‘ the age and body 
of the time,’ he thereby wishes to say that he does not 
exhibit mere specialities, special characters, acts, events, 
etc., but that it is his intention, at the same time, to 
represent the universal, the spirit of all times and peoples, 
the invariable sameness of human nature, which is borne, 
determined and defined by the si>ecial. In short, Shak- 
speare’s idea of the nature of the drama may bo expressed 
in the words : the drama is to be the poetical representation 
of universal history. It is, so to speak, to hold a mirror to 
nature, that is, not only to imitate nature, but to lead it 
to a knowledge of itself, and man to a knowledge of his 
nature. For this end it was above all things necessary 
that he should have a full insight into the nature of good 
and evil, of virtue and vice. But, for this it was also 
necessary that he should have a clear conception of the 
object of human existence, of the form and imogrcss of the 
historical development, and of the successive stages of 
human culture, in short, of the character of ‘ the age and 
body of the time.’ Accordingly, with him the subject for 
v^ramatio representation is, in reality, universal history 
itself, its object to co-operate in effecting the object of 
universal history, in obtaining a knowledge of man’s 
nature, as the fundamental condition of all true knowledge 
ftad of all right actions and intentions. 
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But, il may. be asked, is not this the aim and object of 
the epJ and cf lyric poetry? Is it not the object and 
aim 0^11 art? In a wider sense certainly, but not in 
the narrower sense in which the representation of history 
hecdmes historical only when bringing into view the 
j)i^gTe8sive development of Iminan nature, life and action, 
]/y means of past, present and future, and when describing 
the motives, the development and the object of actions 
and events. Tho epos represents history only in the 
past, where the action alread}^ appears as a thing com- 
pleted, not in the act of coming into being, but as a closed 
existence, a i)ure fact. It is narrative poetry, which reports 
what has taken place ; hence, it describes the human mind, 
not so much from its inner side, its subjectivity, in wjiich, 
by virtue of its self-determination, it first creates history, 
and in its development is itself nascent history, but more 
from the side, and in the form in which it advances out of 
its subjectivity, in which the self-determinating principle 
lias become determinate, and the will has passed into 
action, and in which, therefore, it has itself become objec- 
tive in actions and sufferings, and thus appears to have 
already become history. But it is only mediately that the 
other side comes to be represented, tliat is, only in so far 
as the accomplished action lies at the foundation of the 
will and its motive, and continues to live and act in the 
definiteness of self-determination. The epos, accordingly, 
may be called the poetry of the ]>ast, the plastic of poetry, 
in so far as the internal, mental life is brought into view 
through it, wholly absorbed in the outwardness of form, 
wdiolly in its olijective, sensually pcrcciitiblo definiteness. 
And for this reason alone, the outward form cannot bo 
merely individual and real as in actual life— for the past, 
the haziness of distance effaces the sharp individual out- 
lines and gives the figures a more symmetrical and more 
formally beautiful shape, but must invariably have a 
general and ideal shape; all the heroes of epic poetry, 
therefore, appear as ideal figures which have become typical 
(in Homer all are godlike heroes, cowardly Paris not less 
than brave Hector and Achilles). But their subjective 
peculiarities are brought forward only in so far as they 
uro expressed in their actions and sufferings. And as the 
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freedom of the will is neutralised in the accomplished deed 
and in the definiteness of self-determination, everything 
in the epos appears necessary ; history in its past shows 
the stamp of unalterable definiteness. The deity or des- 
tiny, the inviolable order of nature or superhuman powers 
and beings, in short, some higher power rules the events 
of the epic world; the dramatis yersomv. are themselves 
filled with the consciousness of this necessity, their deeds 
appear prompted by the deity, their sulierings brought (nj 
by divine ordinance. It may, therefore, also be said that 
the epos reveals the human mind pre-eminently from its 
physical aspect, from that point of view which appears 
determined by descent, race and nationality, nature and 
temperament, by innate capabilities and (jualities, merits 
and defects. This is probably the reason why the genuine 
epos is invariably the poetry of nature ; it originates on 
the first stage of mental development as the poetical ex- 
pression of a view of life in which man still comprehends 
himself more especially in his actual definiteness, and the 
determinating power as a higher and superhuman force. 

Lytic poetry forms an organic contrast to the epos when 
regarded from the standpoint of action and of history. 
It is generally acknowledged that the lyric) poet describes 
his own self, his life and the workings of his mind, and 
that lyric poetry thus behmgs to the subjective side of 
human nature. But the lyric poet is a true poet, in so 
far as he depicts not only his own subjectivity, but in so 
far as he portrays tlie subjectivity of the human mind, of 
which his own is but the special manifestation; in this 
case only is his delineation ti’uci and of general applica- 
bility. As lyric poetry, in this sense, de})icts the mind in 
its inner subjective life, those agitations and emotions 
which spring up from within, it exhibits the mind in the 
ferment of coming into being, the moods and states of 
the mind which may result in actions, events and des- 
tinies, but which have not, as yet, come to be. In the 
ferment of coming into being, there is as yet no deter- 
minateness and stability of form; the mind does not 
rise out of itself, but is absorbed within itself, agitated 
by the impressions of the outer world, by its sensations, 
humours, feelings and thoughts. In itself it is pure 



326 


BHAKSPEAEE AND HIS CONTEMPORARIES. [bOOK III, 

motion, an animated correlation between itself and the 
outer world, a perpetual coming and going from within to 
without, and from without to within. 

Lyric poetry is, therefore, as fluctuating and undulating 
as the feelings; its poetical form is a free, self-chosen 
variation of rhythms and metres ; it may be termed the 
music of poetry, without, however, implying that every 
lyric poem reciuires to bo the expression of feelings. The 
moods and states of the mind are not necessarily feelings 
in the narrower sense of the word, and lyric poetry can, in 
fact, also describe a resolve or an action, but only in so far 
as, like the plant in the maternal soil, it has its root in the 
inner nature of the mind itself. In so far it may be called 
the poetry of freedom, in contrast to the epos. For in the 
ferment of coming into being, everything appears to bo 
develo})ing itself in and out of the mind ; its conditions 
may perhaj)s bo occasioned, but not produced from without 
On the contrary, in its inner nature, the mind is itself much 
moixj occasion and cause, and what it hopes, loves and be- 
lieves, what it hates, fears and doubts rests, in the end, in 
itself and in its own individuality. And thus — maintain- 
ing the standpoint of the action, that is, of history — lyric 
])oetry, in contrast to the epos, may be called the poetry of 
the future. For the sensations and feelings, strivings and 
emotions, thoughts and reflections which it describes, are 
tlie motives, the roots and germs from which, with the co- 
ojteration of outward circumstances and relations, our 
actions proceed ; they carry our doings and sufferings in 
their bosom, they foreshadow in themselves our future 
actions and destinies. Lastly, while the ei)OS, in its sensuous, 
symbolico- mythical view, places the deity in visible activity 
l>y the side of man and his history, lyric i^oetry, according 
to its nature, conceives the deity in a more inward, ethical 
manner, in living interaction with the human mind and its 
frecdona. For this reason lyric poetry, if not exclusively, is 
pre-eminently the form of religious poetry, because religion 
is based upon the direct conviction of the inseparable and 
intrinsic relation subsisting between the human mind and 
the divine, and between the divine mind and the human. 

Dramatic poetry, on the other hand, may be termed tin; 
poetry of the prcricnt, lor this reason alone that it describes 
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the action as happening at the moment, and brings it 
before the spectator in its direct presence. The present is, 
however, in so far the union of past and future, as the past 
continually proceeds in it, and the future arises out of it. 
In the same sense, when regarded from the standpoint of 
the action and of history, the drama appears as the union 
of epic and lyric poetry, and to embrace the two contrasts. 
This is not meant to imply that epic and lyric poetry are 
only integral parts of the drama, only subordinate forms or 
stages of transition, and existing only so as to lead towards 
dramatic art, and to be dissolved into it. What we intend 
to imply is rather that the drama describes the human 
mind not merely in its subjective inwardness, in its hidden 
agitations and emotions, but at the same time also in the 
objective determinateness which arises out of it, and con- 
sequently does not depict mere facts or mere conditions, 
but the actions themselves, i.e., events whicli arise objec- 
tively out of the conditions of the mind under the co- 
operation of the outer world. In so far it may be said 
that the drama is at once plastic and musical, epic and 
lyrical ; it has as much fixity of external appearance as 
movement of internal life. In so far it exhibits freedom 
not only in contrast, but also in its unison with necessity, 
both supplementing each other in animated relation and 
interaction, determining and defining the historical de- 
velopment as self-acting organs, beijig themselves only 
dilferent sides of one organic whole. In so far dramatic 
art seems in fact to bo pre-eminently, and in the narrower 
sense, the poetical reflection of history, iiuismuch as, of 
course, it is only the co-operation of these agents that 
produces history as history; and the life of a nation 
becomes historical only at that point where, being con- 
scious of those agents as the lovers of its development 
and formation, it distinguishes them in their activity. 

If every action, in the historical sense, arises out of the 
interpenetration of the past, present and future, out of the 
correlation of the general state and existing order of things, 
with the internal and external condition of the agent, out 
of the co-operation of freedom and necessity, then Shak- 
speare is pre-eminently an historical poet. No dramatist 
knows 60 well as he, how to bring before the spectator — 
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with such equally vivid clearness — not cnly earlier and 
present conditions, past actions, and cndea\ ours, as well as 
the thoughts and doings of ihe dramatic characters winch 
roach into the future, hur also how to represent the general 
order of things, the condition of the state and the charactoT 
of the age in question. No one knows so well as he, how 
to i)laco these motives in such lively interaction w-ith one 
another, that the action which ]u*oceeds out of them is, as 
it were, seen to rise and grow, like the planted seed whirh 
sprouts forth, unfolds and becomes fully developed, till its 
branches — that is, the action, according to its meaning and 
substance, has spread in all directions. That which is 
effected in tlie ancient drama by the chorus, to be, as it 
were, the echo of the general voice of the people, the 
witness of its state of mind, of its judgment upon the 
exhibited action — the representation of the character of 
the age and of the peo])le, and of the co-operating general 
conditions and relations— all this is supplied in Shakspeare, 
by those frequenlly occurring scenes, in which the crowd 
and servants, army and people, the highest officers of the 
state and their ri^ju’csentatives, take an active part in the 
action, which is thus enabled to place the general position 
of affairs, the spirit and character of the age, in due relation 
witli the sentiments and actions of the chief personages. 
That which in ancient art, agreeably to its nature, is con- 
ceived more ideally, and stands in plastic sepaiation 
side by side, a])pears more in an historical light, and 
in living reciprocal interaction. For it is only that which 
is truly historical, wliich does not merely stand forth 
nldcctively as the individual event in word or action, but 
wliich also exercises a ])erceptible influence upon the general 
formation of human affairs, that possesses a subject of 
general apjdicability, and contributes to the realisation of a 
universally significant idea. Everything else belongs tc 
the, in itself, unhisforical life of the individual. 

But the power of history, at the same time, makes use of 
those unhistoi ical endeavours of the individual (which are 
directed only to special interests) when exhibiting an 
historically significant deed, an historical idea ; so that the 
/Kjn-historical may become historical. Such is the case in 
fehak'jpearo ; with him everything is emotion, every word 



GHAP. V.] SHAKSPEARE’s DRAMATIC STYLE, ETC. 


32y 


clrainatic, every scene a progress of the action ; with him 
nothing stands alone, every speech, every act — even though 
apparently purely personal — has it.^ reference to the whole, 
is an organic member of the one action, and essentially 
contributes to the development of the one fundamental 
idea. And yet each figure, at the same time, has its own 
movement, its freedom and independence, each pursues its 
special interests, places itself in its appropriate relation 
t<j the centre of the whole, and comprehends it in its own 
peculiar manner. This struggle for and against, this 
variety of colours, and the refraction of the one ray ot 
light, makes the poem — at least in tliose of Sliakspeare's 
raaturer woiks — stand forth in a completeness, vividness 
and distinctness, that the meaning may indeed be disputed 
hut the interest in the representation increases and deepens 
with every step. 

In this sense, Shakspeare’s thoroughly historical mode 
of representation constitutes the cliaracteristic and chief 
jKiculiaritics of his poetry, iind those at the same time are 
the means and levers by which he rais(‘s his drama into the 
ix)etical imago of liistory. Jt in the first place ])]uduces 
tlio decided peculiarity of liis diction, 'J’he latter, in 
general, reflects the eliara.ct(‘r of the English languagd 
ill a specially pregnant manner. All that I mentioned 
above in regard to it : its bone and sinew, the looseness 
of its combination, its indiftereneo towards the laws of 
logic —occasioned by its poverty of grammatical forms — 
its meagreness in ex]U'essions of the abstract and the 
general, together with its fulness and precision as regards 
everything occurring within the spliere of practical life, of 
intention and action — all this aiiplies equally to Shak- 
sjicare’s diction. But in him tlie dialogical character of 
tlu^ language — spoken of above— is strongly and decidedly 
inoininent. Sliakspeare never philosophises, lie nowhere 
makes general reflections which rest solely upon them- 
selves ; the most solitary monologues of his characters are 
blit conversations between the person and his surroundings, 
Ijetween the contemplative mind and the nature of things, 
bhakspeare also never merely narrates ; his accounts and 
descriptions again are more like dialogues, inasmuch as 
tliey not merely describe the objects in question, but also 
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the lively connection between them and the sensations, 
feelings and thoughts of the narrator called forth by them. 
Hhakspeare can indeed draw forth into light — from their 
hidden depths — the soul’s most tender, most secret and 
darkest emotions, but his sentiments and feelings, althougli 
often expressed in high-sounding lyrics, in the most har- 
monious melodics, nevertheless internally possess the cha- 
racter of dialogue, and their linguistic form resembles those 
pieces of music in which the different musical motives are 
harmoniously made to concert with one another. With 
all this, his diction almost invariably shows flashes and 
streaks of wit, in the wider sense of the word, and that 
faculty of uniting the most disparate, and of discover- 
ing some similarity in the most different and some 
difference in the most similar. It, therefore, almost con- 
tinually moves along in images and similes which fre- 
quently cause surprise, as much by their appropriateness 
as by the strangeness of their subject ; but these rarely 
appear carried out minutely, are short and abrupt, the one 
passing over into the other in overflowing abundance. 
This gives the language a peculiar internal restlessness, 
as if a sappv, over-ripe life were pulsating in it, as i! 
it were swelling with hidden springs, seeking at every 
moment to burst their bounds ; it is only on rare occasions 
— but still too frequently — that this surging and swelling 
degenerates into a bombastic, high-flown and inflated style. 
This throbbing is in fact not the soft, round, undulating 
line of beauty; the rhythm of the Shakspearian diction 
generally resembles the short, pointed breakers of the sea 
on precij)itous coasts, where the in-rolling wave meets fho 
one rebounding from the shore. Hence it never falls into 
effeminateness and sentimentality; its expression of ten- 
derness and grace has rather something piquant, its beauty 
something vigorous and energetic, its sublimity something 
bold, audacious, occasionally something wild. It is rich, 
sometimes too rich in puns, antitheses and points ; it de- 
lights in surprising the reader with strange, dazzling ex- 
pressions, unexpected turns and apparent digressions ; but 
it is invariably in the highest degree animated, pregnant 
and appropriate, for it does not receive its substance from 
without, from recipient observation, but from a prodiio- 
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tivo imagination which works in it, and which not only 
names and describes the object, but also provides it with 
life and animation. 

These peculiarities of Shakspeare’s diction, however, 
ixQ not equally prominent everywhere. Ilis language is, 
in fact, different in his different works ; his earlier dramas, 
AS already remarked, differ somewhat in character from 
[lis later ones, yet this is in reality a difference in degree 
3nly ; the inner cssenoe is every wliere the same. In his 
earliest works his diction is still occasionally awkward, 
obscure and unequal, first too rapid, then too slow and stag- 
nating, more frequently exaggerated into bombast, but 
never feeble and empty. In the works belonging to the 
middle of his career, when lie had already gained a firm 
fo(jting in the domain of art, it becomes more equal and 
smoother, clearer and more harmonious, it gains both in 
uxternal richness and in internal fulness, tenderness and 
solidity, without losing anything in the power of its 
cadences and the force of its flow. In his later dramas, lastly, 
it becomes more and more absorbed in itself ; the waves 
become mightier and ever mightier, and, in hastening 
with vehement rapidity towards their goal, dash agai* st 
the coast in foaming breakers. Greater depth and power, 
together with a striking sharpness of individual expression, 
an overflowing fulness and a certain ruggedness of speech, 
—which apparently jumps aside from the subject, but 
in reality, by keeping the general connection in view, 
seems to throw all the brighter light upon it — lastly, 
a greater conciseness, often harsh and angular, but concen- 
trated round the inmost centre, a brevity which is not 
external (quantitative), but internal (qualitative), and is 
produced by the hurry and directness with which it pro- 
ceeds towards its goal — these are the characteristics of 
fcihakspeare’s last works. 

His language, in general, is neither always noble and 
sublime, nor always graceful and beautiful. ‘ Our sweetest 
yiiakspeare,* as Pope calls him, is, at the same time, the 
roughest and harshest of all poets. In him we find side 
by side the great and the small, the sublime and the low, 
the highest poetical flight by the side of the oi dinary 
phraseology of every-day life; and often enough his 



332 


SHAKSPEASE AND HIS CONTEMPORARIES. [bOOK IIj, 

equivocal jokes, his ugly, vulgar expressions and images, his 
mention of vices and allusion to things which ought not to 
be touched upon in good society, offend not only the feel- 
ings of propriety, but those of beauty, in all finely-strung 
minds. Jokes and allusions of this kind were, it is true, 
permitted in those times even in the highest and most 
intellectual circles; but even though Shakspeare is only 
paying tribute to the bad taste and coarse ideas of his day, 
still it remains a fault which wo have to acknowledge as 
such. And yet in him it is a fault which, in almost all 
cases, can bo removed by the omission or change of a word 
or of a lino, causing no essential detriment to the power, 
the beauty and truly dramatic form of his language, nay 
to a certain extent it belongs to and is, at least, explained by 
the language. For through all these difterences, contrasts 
and defects there runs a })rimary form, wliich I am inclined 
to call the poetical language of history. Shakspeare’s 
diction is throughout dramatic and therefore historical. 
With him speech is invariably a mental act, which belong.s 
as individually to the speaker, as it is an essential momher 
of the represented action. The feelings, the thoughts, 
the reflections, nowhere appear in naked purity, but are 
ever coloured and formed by the energy of the will and 
deed, whose nature and substance form the fundamental 
principle of all liuman personality— the character of ih 
individual. It is only as characters, by their will and 
action, that men become historical and dramatic. If tlio 
expression of the inner life, if every word, in this sense, 
is an act, it necessarily follows in the first place, that 
it must everywhere appear dependent upon the person, 
the situation, the humour and the condition of the speaker, 
whether or not it is in perfect accordance with the finer 
feelings of propriety or beauty. But it also follows that 
the language must invariably ])osses8 firmness, precision, 
definiteness, that it must not allow itself free course, but, 
like the act, be connected with the given subject, and 
must endeavour vigorously to grasp and to master it. 
It is only when the soul retires within itself, when i« 
solitary contemplation, and where the power of the will 
^o-operates but dreamily, that language can display it-scH 
in a long and even flow. If the mind is greatly agitated, 
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and takes an active part in life and its affairs, th the 
language, even where it merely exiDresses internal condi- 
tions, will have to take part in the more rapid movement, 
the restless, sometimes obstructed, sometimes accelerated 
and occasionally digressing course, as well as in the exertions, 
the decisiveness and terseness of active life. Thb breadth 
and flow which belong to the mode of exj^ressing feelings, 
contemplation and philosophical research, is in general un- 
dramatic and unhistorical ; the liistorical language requires 
force, conciseness of wit, shaiqmess of thought. The lan- 
guage must necessarily bo as varied, groat and small, sub- 
lime and low, beautiful and ugly as the historical act itself, 
but as, at the same time, it is only a living member of 
one great action, of the idea whicli directs the course of 
events, we lose sight of the low, ugly and commonplace 
in the importance, grandeur and beauty of the idea ; sup- 
ported and animated by this, it becomes idealised itself. 

As regards versification, Shakspean? shows the deepest 
appreciation of those great advantages which, as we have 
seen, blank verse offered to the dramatic poet. No one 
handles it with greater skill ; no one knows better how 
to adapt it to all turns of the action ; no one is more 
capable of raising it to the height of tlie most high- 
sounding lyrical rhythms, and of again lowering it into 
the plains of prose ; no one knows bettor how to make 
use of the change between metrical and non-metrical 
language for enlivening the representation. Here also 
the variety of the forms — which sometimes pass gently 
one into the other, sometimes contrasted sharply — corre- 
sponds with tlic change, elasticity and the many-sidedness 
of historical life. 
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CHAPTER VI 

SHAKSPEABE’s mode of CHARACTERISATION. 

Shakspeark’s mode of characterisation is no less entirely 
the expression and organ of his idea of the nature of the 
drama than his diction. His profound knowledge of man- 
kind, as Schlegel says, has become proverbial ; and yet 
with him this is by no means the result of shrewd, 
empirical observations ; such a knowledge of the world 
and of man might make a good diplomatist, moralist or 
trader, but not a poet. His accurate descriptions of so 
many various, most abnormal and unusual states of the 
mind, such as melancholy, idiotcy, madness, somnambulism, 
etc., all of which he cannot possibly have learned from his 
own experience, prove rather that they must have been the 
result of his deep poetical insight into human nature and 
life in general. Uho poet, owing to his creative imagi- 
nation, always has the true archetype (ctSo? — idea) of man 
in view ; the greater the poet, the purer and clearer, 
the more perfect, the more independent is ho of external 
influences. This is the true ideal of all art. It neither 
contradicts, nor does it in any way deviate from, or in any 
way go beyond reality, it rather, so to say, contains all 
reality and embraces the whole variety of every possible 
individual character. It can be exhibited only in separate 
characters, without being quite exhausted by them, either 
singly or collectively. For it always appears in some 
new and peculiar form in every individual limitation, in 
every special position of circumstances, at every new turn 
of history ; for, of course, all sides of the external world 
invariably belong to it as co-operating organs of its 
development and formation. It is itself nothing more 
than the spirit of humanity in its original nature, and in 
its historical development. All Shakspeare’s characters 
are but so many different forms of the archetype deter 
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mined by time and locality, and individualised by the 
measure and the special composition of general human 
qualities, powers and capabilities, virtues and defects, in 
short, special impersonations of one primary personality. 
And this is the case with every genuine poet. 

Shakspeare’s peculiarity and greatness consist, on 
the one hand, in the fact that while in other poets this 
primary personality has received a more or less sp(*cial 
form, a physiognomy of its own, from the character of its 
century and its nation, and is obscured by one-sided 
interests, ideas and tendencies of the ago, in him this 
primary personality is conceived with greater purity 
and originality, and for this very leason is exhibited 
in greater completeness and in a preponderating variety of 
individual characters. This is why, after more than two 
hundred years, wo meet with many old acetuaintances 
among his characters; this is why his h’omans, although 
‘incarnate Englishmen,* as Goethe calls them, are never- 
theless thorough It Oman 8 as well ; for even Englishmen, 
under Koman institutions and in Koinan times, would 
think and act precisely in the same manner ; this is why 
his Frenchmen and Italians, his Danes and Germans, and 
those characters belonging to the jiiost different ej)ochs — 
although fo some extent ‘incarnate Englishmen* of the 
sixteenth century — are nevertheless complete and life-like 
personalities such as may still he met with on this earth 
of ours, in difterent dresses and forms, and in different 
relations and circumstances. C. llehler makes the excel- 
lent remark : ‘ Goethe's characters reflect his own self ; 
Schiller’s, in the first place, rise above him up to his own 
ideals, but in this short circuitous path, they also point to 
the poet who is personally full of these ideals ; in IShak- 
speare’s characters, however, we completely forget the poet 
himself. He, as a rule, neither gives his own experience 
like Goethe, nor does he pass before us as a person full 
of feeling and of thought, like Schiller, but makes the im- 
pression of being able to represent the life of every possible 
kind of foreign character as if it were his own ; . . . . 
he shows a power of transformation and self-abnegation, 
iu which no Garrick can equal him.* 

The greatness and peculiarity of Shakspeare’s genius is 
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iiiaiiif(;sted, on the other hand, in the fact that without 
passing beyond the limits of individuality, without in thh 
slightest degree idealizing the special figures — in other 
words, in spite of the sharpest and fullest individualisation 
of his eharacters -he nevertheless contrives to give tlu; 
whole an ideal and generally applicable significance. This 
he indeed accomplishes more especially by his mode of 
c. •mi)osition, of which we shall have to speak presently ; 
but he also accomi)lishes it by his mode of individualisa- 
tion, ] le docs not individualise like Ben Jonson, by setting 
furth oncsidely, s]K‘cial features of character, or like 
Beaumont and Fletcher, by exjiggeration and distortion, 
but by displaying tlio full wealth of the elements, forces 
and ijualities of human nature in the character of his 
iiero, and at the same time by knowing how to give 
this fulness of features, a peculiar and individual form in 
combining them, and rounding them off into the personal 1. 
If, accordingly, wo examine the elements of the material 
of which his figures consist, we might fancy that we have 
before us but the one, g( moral and ever the same substanci^ 
of human nature ; but if wo examine the form which this 
substance has received at his hands, we perceive the greatest 
variety of special and individual features. How different, 
for instance, are Romeo and Hamlet, Othello and Macbeth, 
tUdiet and Hesdcmona, and yet the elements of which 
all these characters are formed are essentially the same. 
The complete and ])erfcct man, however, at the same time, 
always has S(jmething ideal, something of a proto- or 
archetype, it de})ends only upon his not being represented 
piecemeal, but in his entirety, only ui)on his inmost nature 
being revealed; the de[)th of the individuality — provided 
only it has true depth— always contains the general and 
eternal idea of human nature, but this is frequently stunted 
and deformed. Hence because in fShakspeare’s characteis 
we see clearly into their inmost nature, they appear as 
Goethe says, ‘to be mere natural men, and yet are not 
so,’ that is, they appear only to be individuals of a 
perfectly individual form and colour, and are nevertheless 
ill reality ideal figures of a higher and more general 
significance. 

vVe have already shown that Shakspeare, as a poet, 



chap. vi.J shakspbaee’s mode op characterisation. 337 

seems to have been but little affected by the special 
tendencies and ideas of his time. It is only the genuine 
poetical colouring of life — the considerate power of action, 
the strength of will and of character^ the enthusiastic rise of 
a nation which, after long internal struggles, again feels 
itself at unity, and its power preserved by brilliant 
actions abroad — in short, only the general principles in the 
iniiid of the English nation towards the end of the six- 
teenth century — that are reflected in 8hakspeare’s poems, 
and which stamp them with the impress of their age. 
These, however, were in fact genuine dramatic features. 
Ill the drama, for the very reason that it is as much 
history as poetry, every figure must appear in the light 
of a general poetico-historical view of life, as the ex- 
pression of some general feature of the time and nation, 
but pre-eminently from the side of its energy of mind, its 
strength of character and of loill. All other qualities and 
faculties, conditions and states of mind can assert them- 
selves only in so far as they are penetrated and determined 
by this energy, and^tand in living relation to the doings 
of the several persons, as well as to the action of the 
whole. 

This is Shakspeare’s method of delineating character 
this historical form of characterisation, at least, is the 
general principle followed by him in his descriptions of 
character, and is the second peculiar merit of his dramatic 
style. 

If this is the correct method, it follows as a matter 
of course that it is an error if — as some critics think 
necessary— every dramatic figure is delineated down to the 
smallest detail, in all its special relations, merits and 
defects, feelings and thoughts, inclinations and disinclina- 
tions; in short, if every character is laid perfectly baie 
before the spectator. In such a case we should have one 
psychological section after the other, as in an anatomicaA 
theatre ; every hero would, there, be his own chamberlain, 
and himself conduct us through the various recesses 
and crevices of his nature, and long-spun soliloquies, un- 
niotived confessions, would alternate with ebullitions of 
sentiment and reflection. But this detailed account, and 
tbe complete register of all qualities and quantities, would 
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end in nothing being accomplished, the organic unity of 
the conception of the character would be lost. The 
world’s history has no time to listen to such prolix 
splutterings, and moreover, does not leave any one time 
to indulge in them. The object of dramatic poetry 
is not to reveal one or other special human character 
in its complete nakedness — this would be a pitiful art 
and not very different from the work of a common 
portrait painter. If it is to depict the human mind in 
the multiplicity of its independent and individual parts, 
determined and supported by the circumstances of its 
historical existence, then every separate character can be 
allowed scope for its own development, only in so far as 
it is a living and necessary part of the whole, i.c., only 
in so far as it takes an essential part in the development 
of the action, and in tlm course of history. 

If this is its object, then it is no less a mistake if the 
drama— in place of introducing definite, living individuals 
—allows mere general, hollow, abstract forms or generic 
ideas of men to make vain efforts to appear like real men. 
In this case, instead of having upon the boards, ‘ which 
represent tlip world,’ a despotic prince, we should have an 
abstract tyrant divested of all humanity, a mere pattern 
of vices and crimes ; instead of an ardent youth, full of 
feeling and thought, and hence all the more subject to 
human weaknesses, wo should have a general young man, 
animated only by susceptibility and imagination, only 
by magnanimity and self-sacrifice or by some self-created 
ideals, and who is nothing but enthusiasm, passion and 
fire; instead of a weak man we should have weakness; 
instead of a fool we should have folly. By this means, 
however, history, in place of being supported and developed, 
in its truth, by living individual characters, would appear 
more like a ])lay-ball of general ideas abstracted from 
human conditions and qualities or from special views, 
tendencies and interests of the time ; in place of the full 
and complete man wo should have single human powers 
and capabilities, virtues and vices in masks, giving us an 
allegorical history of the world, as much like reality as a 
soap-bubble to the terrestrial globe. 

A careful reader will readily perceive how well Shak 
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speare has succeeded in hitting the right medium between 
the two extremes, how correctly he has allotted to the 
individual character exactly as much scope for its own 
development as it was entitled to from its relation to 
the whole representation, and how animated is the cor- 
relation in which he has managed to place his dramatic 
personages, so that the one seems characterised in and 
with the other— how, also, he shows the greatest talent 
for minutely depicting the history of the soul, how 
accurately he comprehends all the stages of mental develop- 
ment, every fold of the heart, and how ably he can reveal 
the hidden sophisms and prevarications of the human 
conscience — by which a feeble sensation gradually gains 
ground, becomes an impulse, the impulse a desire, the 
desire a passion, and the scarce-born thought a resolve, 
the resolve an action — how, in one case, ordinary conditions 
of the mind receive, at his hands, a higher significance, 
and in another, he describes, with the same vividness 
and truth, not only those rarer psychical phenomena 
such as melancholy and madness, but also the world of 
spirits, fairies and witches (those marvellous productions 
of the imagination which stand midway between man 
and demon), in order, as it were, to throw light upon 
human nature, from another region and from an eccentric 
point of view. 

Sometimes, however, Shakspeare does not describe his 
characters with sufficient clearness and distinctness, at 
least for the ordinary reader and spectator ; he not unfre- 
quently omits to state definitel}" and explicitly the internal 
reasons and motives for tlie resolves, behaviour, doings 
and sufferings of his dramatic characters (for instance, for 
Hamlet’s conduct, for Ophelia’s madness, Lady Macbeth’s 
disturbed state of mind, etc.). By this I do not mean 
to say that, in all cases of this kind, the events are actually 
unmotived, that they cannot bo explained from the 
character of the persons and the given circumstances; 
on the contrary, I am convinced that this can be done. 
But Shakspeare does not state the motives, he leaves the 
spectator to discover them from interspersed hints and 
indications, sometimes even but from the connection of 
the whole. Absorbed in the endeavour to give every 
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separate scene an effective dramatic character, to fill every 
gituation with dramatic interest, and everywhere to raise 
the sympathy of the spectator to the highest possible 
pitch ; and filled -with anxiety to check the course of the 
action and to weaken the dramatic interest by an explicit 
description of all those often hidden and scarcely conscious 
emotions of the soul, which are the original sources of the 
conditions of our mind and the motives of our actions— 
he (in most cases certainly, on purpose, sometimes, perhaps, 
involuntarily) omits to refer the spectator expressly to 
these first causes and the connection of the action which 
they determine. I grant that he not unfrequently goes 
too far in this endeavour ; occasionally, at all events, the 
uncertainty about the actual motives, and hence about 
the innei- mental life, about the nature and character of his 
dramatic personages, appears so great, that it cannot be 
entirely removed, and that the connection of the actions 
and events suffers in conseciuence — which is always a fault 
in dramatic composition. And yet the fault is, in reality, 
caused only by an essential merit, just as a shadow is pro- 
duced by the nature of light — the great merit which 
accounts for* the fact tlnit bhakspeare’s principal master- 
pieces (after a period of more than 300 years) still fill 
the theatre, still carry the interest in the representation 
to the highest pitch, and still exercise a power over the 
spectator, the effect of which cannot bo compared with 
that of scarcely any other drama. 

At all events it is a great merit in Shakspeare’s dramas 
that, not only the heroes and the persons engaged in the 
support of the action, but that every one of the secondary 
characters down to the mere pages, men-servants, and maid- 
servants, etc., are living individuals, often drawn wdth but 
a few strokes, yet always definitely characterised figures, 
which not only fill their own j)lace, but are also invariably in 
their right place. This equally vivid as correctly described 
gradation of the characters in their various relations to one 
another— according to which the delineation and modelling: 
of every figure appears to be carried out exactly so far, 
■ind occupies exactly as much space as is required by its 
pojition to the whole of the action — this truly dramatic 
.nd historical mode of characterisation the poet can, how* 
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ever, succeed in accomplishing only when he possesses the 
knowledge of how to place all the dramatic characters in 
a definite relation to one internal centre, upon which 
the whole action turns, and which thus renders it possible 
to assign to every figure a definite place and scope for 
action, according to its closer or more remote relation to 
this centre. The centre thus becomes the standard not 
only for the significance, but also for the life and destinies 
of the dramatic personages ; each, in the position it occupies 
by virtue of its character^ at the same time bears its own 
fate within itself, exactly as in real life a man’s good or 
ill-luck appears dependent upon his self-chosen position as 
regards the centre and aim of history. 

These remarks naturally lead to the question as to what 
principle Shakspeare followed in the composition of his 
dramas. The old senseless reproach, which accuses Shak- 
speare of being an irregular genius who blindly pursued 
his course, and unconsciously abandoned himself to his 
fancies without plan or aim, and who therefore produced 
some excellent passages, but was incapable of presenting 
a finished artistic whole, does not, perhaps, in our day, 
require any refutation ; this, however, can l^e given only 
in a detailed criticism of his individual works. He who 
acknowledges Shakspeare’s genius, and yet denies him the 
gift of artistic composition, contradicts himself ; for it is 
in fact the cosmical, the natural and the absolute necessity 
of his creations that are the first and surest criteria of 
genius. Genius, this higher mind which inherits by 
nature the dominion over powers and forms in any one 
domain of life, must surely most distinctly and plentifully 
bear within itself the essence and the assential properties 
of the mind. But mind is mind only, is free and conscious 
only, by its dominion over itself and its inner life, thereby 
alone is it able to acquire and maintain the dominion over 
the outer life. Dominion without order, without me- 
thodical, definite unity of thought and will, is a chimera. 
Hence it cannot exist without the power of morality, and 
it must itself be the outcome of moral greatness. An 
immoral genius is no genius ; the addition of this element 
unavoidably causes genius to degenerate into mere talent, as 
is proved in the case of Lord Byron and many poets and 
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artists of ancient and modern times. He who cannot 
control himself, cannot control others, and least of all can 
he control art and science. Shakspeare’s moral greatness, 
accordingly, was unquestionably one of the main levers of 
his genius. 

The above reproach, which has more especially originated 
from some misunderstood expressions of Plato (which main- 
tain that a poet in his inspiration possesses neither thought 
nor consciousness, and is only an organ in the hands of a 
higher power, etc.) is, however, one of those many errors 
which, like some diseases, are propagated from generation 
to generation. Plato only meant to say that a poet does 
not work and create with any definite intention, previously 
determined, nor in pondering and reflecting, wavering 
here and there, but from a deep inward necessity apart 
from consciousness ; in this he is perfectly right. For it is 
a fact founded upon observation, that, while the artist is 
at work, thought and will, although profound, clear, and 
well-regulated, are so wholly intent upon creating and 
forming that the mind is incapable of distinguishing 
itself from its own activity, and therefore cannot reflect 
upon its work. The inseparable internal community 
between the poet and his poem at the moment of its 
creation — the])redominancc of imagination and the feeling 
of beauty by which ho is involuntarily led, and by means 
of which ho everywhere directly comprehends the separate 
in the whole and conversely — does not permit his full, 
clear consciousness concerning the centre and connection of 
the whole, and also concerning the ideas and motives upon 
which it is founded, becoming manifest. It may, therefore, 
easilj’^ happen that the poet himself, after the completion of 
his work, cannot give any account of it. The language of 
Iho artist is poetry, music, drawing, and colouring; there 
is no other form in which ho can express himself with 
equal depth and clearness. AVho would ask a philosopher 
to paint his ideas in colours? It would bo equally absurd 
to think that because a poet cannot say with perfect philo- 
sophical certainty, in the form of reflection and of pure 
thought, what it was that he wished and intended to 
produce, that therefore he never thought at all, but that ho 
lot his imagination improvise at random. - Ideas can. in fact. 
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be expressed in very different forms, and yet in reality re- 
main the same. When, therefore, that which the artist has 
expressed in verse, tones, or colours, is explained by the 
aesthetic critic in his language of analytical, separating 
and connecting reflection, which lays bare the inmost 
kernel, he is doing only what ho is bound to do, and what 
is his vocation. He does precisely what a musician does 
when setting one of Goethe’s poems to music, or what a 
painter does when making illustrations to Shakspeare’s 
dramas ; the aesthetic critic is but another form of illustra- 
tion, and the poem which does not require or cannot brook 
an illustration cannot, assuredly, be reckoned among the 
masterpieces of poetry. 

That Shakspeare had reflected, and reflected deeply upon 
all kinds of matters in nature, history, religion, art, and 
philosophy, but more especially upon the ethical principles 
of human life, must ha granted oven by the most inveterate 
opponents of aesthetic ideas, because every scene brings 
up before their eyes the most brilliant, the grandest and 
finest thoughts. It is only as regards the composition, 
design and development of his pieces that ho is supposed to 
have had no thought, and to have been utterly unconscious 
ill his work. If, however, in a work of art we look only 
for the logical connection, the prosaic advance from caiise 
to effect, or even only for the motive power of a machine 
where, with clattering necessity every wheel fits into wheel, 
and cog into cog, according to mathematical calculation, 
then indeed, neither in Shakspeare nor in the best Greek 
tragedies— in spite of their lieing universally acknowledged 
as models — shall wo be able to find plan and order ; the? 
most splendid chorusc^s of Sophocles would have to be 
thrown aside as useless lumber. And yet artistic, and 
more especially dramatic, composition is no logical or 
mechanical contrivance, it is a living organism full of soul 
and mind. As its object is to represent the substance and 
form of the world’s history, so its archetype is the eternal 
order and living development of history. And, as in history 
a multiplicity of independent individuals, who apparently 
meet accidentally, at e formed into a many-memberecl whole, 
and move on tow^ards one goal, so in tlm drama every 
figure ought to maintain its own free ground, and yet all 
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ought to group themselves round one centre and to co- 
operate for one end. Without* such an organic centre, 
from which all the radii proceed, it is simply impossible 
to have order, design, and harmony, which are the funda- 
mental conditions of all beauty ; to deny the existence of 
such a centre in a composition, to deny it that internal 
unity which alone combines the different, parts into one 
w'hole, is the same thing as to deny that there is any art 
in the work of art. It is only by the dramatic characters 
placing themselves in many different relations to this centre,, 
each according to its individuality, that every figure 
receives its definite place in the whole ; it is only by their 
moving round this centre of the action in many different 
directions, and striving in diflerent ways to approach the 
object of the movement which it determines, that makes 
the progress of the action an actual advance. Without 
an internal centre of this kind, it would be impossible to 
have any definite unity in the dramatic characters among 
one another, or any firm connection in the actions and 
destinies; without it every drama resolves itself into an 
accidental meeting, coming and going of individual figures, 
and the whole must inevitably jfall to pieces. 

If Shakspeare is a dramatic poet of the first rank, as 
even his censors admit, the (|ue8tion is not whether ho 
aimed at this internal unity in his dramatic poems, but 
merely whether he attained that which he aimed at, and 
what path he struck in order to reach the goal, i.e., 
what was his conception of that inner centre, and did 
he succeed in placing all the parts of the whole in a 
clear and living relation to it. The so-called Aristotelian 
unities of action, of place and time, are not sufficient even 
if they could be adhered to without unreasonably limiting 
and weakening the substance and effect of dramatic poetry. 
For even if the action were of the greatest possible simpli- 
cit}", and were completed in one definite place and within 
a short and readily surveyable space of time, still it would 
always consist of a number of points of time (scenes), 
would always involve the co operation of different persons 
and be subject to the interference of manifold conflicting 
aims and motives. What is the bond that knits the many 
Into one, and makes the various incidents, the multiplicity 
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of characters, as well as the successive scenes, appear as 
members of one whole? It is evident that the external 
finish, the clear, intelligible arrangement, and the harmo- 
nious make-up of the separate scenes, or, in other words, 
that that which may be called the beauty of the external com- 
position, is to be attained only by the jx)et, from the very 
beginning, keeping the central turning-point of the action 
steadily in view, never losing sight of the principle that 
every scene should lead with measured step towards a 
definite goal, and, like a skilful weaver, by combining the 
separate threads in such a manner that, without becoming 
entangled, they clearly and distinctly exhibit a well defined 
design. 

That Shakspeare was a master in composition, in this 
sense of the word, is universally acknowledged. His skill 
as regards the external arrangement and make-up of the 
material appears the more wonderful, the greater the 
number of the characters, and the (quantity of actions and 
events with which most of his dramas arc furnished. He 
requires this abundance of material because, as already said, 
it is his object that no moment of the representation ^ liall 
appear devoid of action, but, rather, wherever it is possible, 
that, every scene shall carry the inteiest in the action to 
a higher pitch, and because, on the other hand, he indi- 
vidualises his heroes so sharply that they are no mere ideal 
forms, no mere representatives of humanity, but, in them 
selves represent directly only their own selves in their 
personal peculiarity. For if the drama is ‘ to hold up a 
miiTor to nature, to show virtue her own feature, scorn 
her own image and the very age and body of time his form 
and pressure,’ then the subject must ])osses8 general applica- 
tion and significance. The fate of the hero must not appear 
only the consequence of his particular nature, of his indi- 
vidual character, of his circumstances and but roundings, 
hut must at the same time be a warning to all those who 
find themselves in a similar position. A general signifi- 
cance such as this, the subject can, however, acHjuire only 
when it applies equally to the greatest possible variety of 
characters, deeds and destinies. And still Shakspeare’s 
dramas distinctly show the necessary subdivision of the 
substance into three parts— -exposition, the ravelling and 
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tlie unravelling of the plot (the catastrophe). Every scene 
invariably appears a well considered step towards a definite 
goal ; the path to the goal, however, resembles at one time 
more of a straight line, at another, more of an intricate 
curve — according to tlie nature of the subject — but it 
always keeps to the prescribed direction, without gaps or 
interruptions. 

But this intrinsic connection and steady advance can 
be accomplished only when, as already said, the many 
separate threads of the web are woven in such a manner 
that they i)resent a well defined design in cognisable 
features. The inner com))o.sition of the drama has, there- 
fore, to be well distinguished from the external arrange- 
ment and make-up of the material. It applies to the 
manner in which the poet brings into view the intellectual 
and ethical character of his poem, or the general signifi- 
cance of the action represented. That it was Sliakspeare’s 
intention and endeavour, in his dramas, to embody an ideal 
character of this kind, which comprehended something 
beyond the special, cannot bo doubted when wo consider 
the task which he expressly imposed upon dramatic art. 
For when he says that his object is ‘ to show virtue her 
own feature, scorn her own image, and the very age and 
body of the time his form and i)res8ure,* by this he 
declares it to be his intention not only to describe all sorts 
of men, all sorts of charactiTs, in all sorts of situations, 
but at the same time to exhibit the nature of virtue and 
of vice, the spirit of the times, the character of the age, 
accordingly, to mirror that which is general in the special. 
But the spirit of the age, ‘ the form and pressure ’ of the 
century, can obviously be represented only if the poet 
possesses a definite conception as to the nature and object 
of human life, which he can make the foundation of his 
representation. And this general view of the world can 
be applied dramatically, and the spirit and character of 
the age determined by it and reflected in its special 
nature only when resolved into its elements, not in its 
totality and universality, but represented in the various 
forms which it assumes under the different ]>rovailing con- 
ditions and given circumstances, in other words, when every 
sej.arate drama is founded upon a view of life conceived 
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from a definite stand-point, and thus so definitely circum- 
scribed that the whole representation is based upon this 
view, that the characters are reflected and formed in accor- 
dance with it, and that the progress of the action is defined 
and its object determined by it ; in short, that it appears 
the central point upon which the whole turns and is 
reflected in the course of the action, in the characters, deeds 
and fortunes of the dramatic personages. This peculiar 
view of life which reveals itself in the formation of the 
whole, like the soul in the formation of the body, may be 
called the fundamental idea of the dramatic work of art. 
It is, so to say, the red thread which runs through all the 
parts of the texture in the design, the internal bond which 
connects and holds together all the separate parts, the prin- 
ciple which determines the whole in form and substance. 

That Shakspearo had the intention of founding his 
dramas upon ideas in this sense, is evident, in my opinion, 
from his own definition of the drama, and consequently 
we are not only justified, but from an «esthetical point of 
view, it is our duty to find out the leading ideas of his 
compositions. It may, however, still be asked whether 
bhakspeare everywhere realised his intention, whether 
he was everywhere successful in bringing his ideas into 
so clear a light that no doubt can be entertained about 
them or their subject. As a rule the idea acquires 
a more definite form, in the poet’s consciousness, only 
while he is working out his subject, which he at first 
selects instinctively simply, on account of its geneial, 
dramatico-poetical character. But besides this, the idea, 
as described above, wdicn conceived as a concrete-general 
view of life, possesses so much breadth that it can be 
carried out in different ways, by different characters, 
actions and situations. And lastly, the dramatic idea 
must not bo treated like a mould into which everything 
can be well or ill arranged ; the dramatic action and its 
course must rather invariably appear the result of the free 
movement of the dramatic personages, the self-dcveloj)ment 
of their characters and relations, otherwise the action 
degenerates into a mere event. The idea therefore must 
not disturb this free movement, must not exercise any 
constraint upon it, but must, of its own accord, appear to 
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proceed accidentally out of the course of the action. 
Thus it must never obtrude itself and never be ex- 
pressed or definitely marked, for if this were done the 
poet himself would come too much into the foreground, 
his intention would be observed and in place of a ‘ pres- 
sure,’ of the body of time, we should only have the 
‘pressure’ of the poet’s subjective intention and views. 
The idea, therefore, must run through the different parts 
only like a hidden, invisible thread, it must only, as it 
were, form the atmosphere in which everything breathes, 
the nature of which indeed determines the whole appear- 
ance of light and shade, colour and drawing of the picture, 
but which is itself invisible and never makes a prominent 
appearance. Inasmuch as Shakspeare has treated the 
fundamental idea in this truly dramatic sense, it cannot 
excite surprise that there is a continual dispute among 
commentators and aesthetic critics, as to whether there 
can be any question about fundamental ideas and what 
the ideas are upon which his different characters are 
founded. 

In my opinion it is evident, at all events, that if the 
English drama did not wish to quit the firm ground of 
historical life, and resolved to retain its peculiarly rich 
variety of individual characters and actions, then, as I 
think, the method of composition which Shakspeare 
principally followed was the only means of giving the 
representation a general significance, and of raising the 
individual characters and actions above common reality 
into the domain of poetry. For the special action does 
not of itself possess any general significance, and the 
special individual character can but represent the ideal 
indirectly, partially and one-sidedly. If, on the other 
hand, the fundamental idea of the drama is but truly 
poetical, and if the individual characters appear only as the 
hearers of this idea, and their actions and fortunes are only 
the outcome of its development and realization, then by 
this means alone they are raised into the sphere of ideality 
— the historical reality becomes the expression of an 
ideal world, in which every special thing, on its own part, 
represents the ideal, and acquires the form of beauty. 
Shakspeare’s greatest merit, in my opinion, consists in his 
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having found this artistic form, which is alone appropriate 
to the modem drama, and of having in his best works given 
us adequate models of this form. In doing this he has not 
only— as far as composition is concerned— solved the great 
problem which the condition of dramatic art set before the 
poets of his time and nation, but he has thereby first 
estahliehed the modem drama which—as opposed to the 
enthusiasm for classic antiquity and the formal completion 
of the antique drama — could only be preserved and further 
developed in its own peculiarity, if it succeeded in obtain- 
ing a form in no way inferior to the antique in beauty and 
design. 

Lastly, that which is usually called invention^ in Shak- 
speare again corresponds perfectly with his mode of cha- 
racterisation and composition. This term— apart from the 
question as to whether the subject is the poet’s own property 
or borrowed — is generally understood to apply only to the 
position and the course, the complication and the develop- 
ment of the external human relations and circumstances, 
events and fortunes, hence to that which may be distin- 
guished from the characters and their inner life, from the 
composition and fundamental idea of the drama as the 
nurel}* historical fact or narrative. The fundamental idea 
is, so to say, the soul, the invention is the body of the work 
of art. Its real nature, therefore, is to give shape to the 
various relations subsisting between the character of the 
dramatic personages and the outer world. For instance, 
when Hamlet is taken prisoner in the fight with the pirates, 
when Romeo does not receive Friar Laurence’s letter, when 
Antonio’s ships are actually, or supposed to have been, 
lost, these are events of the outer world, which, although 
independent of the characters, nevertheless influence their 
lives; it is in such matters that invention (in the narrower 
sense of the word) is chiefly expressed. Accordingly, if 
we enquire into its nature, and into the poet’s peculiarity 
which is expressed in it, the most important question evi- 
dently is : In what manner has the poet conceived the 
relation of the outer world to the character, to the resolves 
and actions of his dramatic personages ? 

In regard to this point Shakspeare has recently been 
reproached for having had ‘very imperfect ideas of the 
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strict causal concatenation of the coarse of things, and of 
the real dependence of all human action, that conse- 
quently, the dramatic action, in almost all of his works, 
suffers from great improbabilities, nay, inconceivabilities ’ 
(Riimelin). Now, it is true that Shakspeare in general 
— apart, however, from his comedies— ‘makes the action 
proceed out of the characters to a far greater extent than 
experience shows,’ that with him the weakening coun- 
terpoise lying in the concatenation of external relations 
and circumstances, hills less heavil}’- in the scales, that he 
‘gives man too independent and unrestricted a scope 
for action, and that liis characters stand out too freely 
and independently from the social and historical back- 
ground,’ in short, that his heroes more or less surpass the 
human standard in greatness of character, energy of will, 
activity, and violence of passions. But the so-called 
* course of things,’ that is, liistory and its pragmatical con- 
tinuity, rests primarily after all only on human nature itself, 
which, in reality, is the same everywhere, and the different 
characters reveal the wealth of its elements only in various 
combinations ; and Shakspeare’s profound, comprehensive 
knowledge of man no critic has ever disputed. But just 
because he understood liuman nature so well, he also knew 
that a mere copy of common reality — the limitation of the 
ordinary standard of human power, the continual reference 
to the invariable dependence of human actions and suf- 
ferings on external circumstances — ^by no means corresponds 
with the poetical instincts and requirements of human 
nature. The common ‘ course of things,’ with its hindering 
depressing influence, is thoroughly prosaic, just as prosaic 
as the common citizen of the world, who tries to adapt the 
small power ho possesses to the ‘course of things,’ and 
to profit by it. This was why even Aristotle demanded of 
the tragic poet to depict an ambitious, powerful and great 
character (enrovSam) ambitious enough to engage in a 
conflict with ‘ the couise of things,’ and powerful enough, 
even when conejuered, to show his power and greatness, 
his freedom and independence. For it is not weakness, 
but strength, not dependence, but freedom, not the com- 
mon, but the uncommon, that is poetical; this pleasure 
which man finds in what is great, powerful and extra- 
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ordinary, this attractive power of the ideal in human 
nature may indeed sink for a time and may give way 
to the pressing interests of practical life, hut can never 
be wholly extinguished. Hence that which we call tragic, 
is not the feeble cringing and submission to the power 
of circumstances, not the rule of an invincible and blindly 
acting fate, but only the fall of what is great, noble and 
beautiful, as the result of its own frailty and only that 
which excites a feeling of fear and of pity, of purification 
and elevation. Hence in tragedy, the action must not only 
appear conditioned and determined by the characters in a 
higher degree than experience shows, but in accordance 
with the great heroic forms from which it proceeds, ought 
to surpass the standard of ordinary life. This by no 
means causes it to become improbable or inconceivable. 
That alone is inconceivable which contradicts itself, the 
improbable is not that which lacks truth, but that which 
lacks the appearance of truth. But appearance deceives, and 
truth, accordingly, is by no means always probable either. 
An action, therefore, which is supported by great, heroic 
and uncommon charactei s, but nevertheless moves wholly 
within the routine of every-day experience, would appear 
imjn’obable, on account of the inherent contradiction. 

It has been urged, however, that such extraordinary 
characters and actions are, at best, admissible only in a 
perfectly free poem which chooses and forms its subject 
at will ; that in historical dramas -which deserve this 
name only if they essentially and faithfully reflect histori- 
cal truth— it is not admissible to go beyond the empirical 
standard of the power and indepeiulence of man. Accord- 
ingly, it has been said that IShakspearo’s want of know- 
ledge concerning ‘ the course of things ’ and of the many 
conditions determining the human will and action, is hero 
especially striking, inasmuch as ho invariably ‘accepts 
events as something already simply given by chi^micles, 
and that there is never any question as to the power and 
effect of definite social conditions.’ This objection I must 
again reject, at least in the general sense in which it is 
expressed. I think that, if Shakspoare, as is universally 
acknowledged, has in most cases succeeded — although 
he has accept^ events as simply ‘given by chronicles* 
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—in ■ combining, animating and filling up the historical 
subject in such a manner that the picture at the same 
time produces a powerful poetical impression, this is 
only a proof of his extraordinary gift for dramatic art ; 
for this is, of course, more readily attained when the 
subject is freely chosen and altered at will. General 
social conditions, however, the poet cannot describe like 
an historian by giving an accurate account of the pre- 
vailing and general geographical, climatic and historical 
relations, by explaining their causes and effects, and by 
comparing them with other nations and times, he can 
represent them only by situations, the dispositions and cha- 
racters of the various dramatic personages. And this 8hak- 
speare has generally done : in ‘ King John,* for instance, 
by describing the behaviour of the citizens of Calais, by 
the prominent features in the general disposition of the 
English and P^rench nobility, by his manner of characteris- 
ing the principal figures ; in ‘ Richard III.’ by the descrip- 
tion of Bolingbroke’s entry into London, and other smaller 
features ; in ‘ Henry IV.’ by the fictitious character of 
P^alstaff, which is interwoven with the historical events 
in so masterly a maimer ; in ‘ Henry V.’ by the introduction 
of the camp-scene, and some figures from common life, 
such as the page, Gower, P'luellen, etc. This alone may 
be admitted, that JShakspeare, in regard to the derivation 
Hiid the development of the motives of the historical 
events, does not place any great stress either upon general 
social conditions or upon the peculiarities and specific 
differences of nations and times. That which is common 
to all men is everywhere prominent in his dramas in the 
garb of the English nation of the sixteenth century ; the 
features of the special, the peculiar, and the specific, appear 
only as variations of the one great expressive melody which 
resounds through all his poems. But it is nevertheless 
very doubtful whether a poet might go further in this 
respect than Shakspeare went. It is also doubtful 
whether, in the times which Shakspeare describes (more 
particularly his dramas of the English kings, to which the 
reproach especially refers j general circumstances and social 
conditions, in fact, whether people and citizens exercised so 
important an influence upon the origin and course of 
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events that, even from a purely historical point of view, 
they deserved a more careful consideration. Lastly, it is 
also very doubtful whether modern histoi iography is light 
when, owing to its realistic tendency, it not only regards 
individual periods, but invariably considers general con- 
ditions to be the fundamental source of historical events, 
and therefore gives necessity the precedence over freedom. 
If Shakspeare is of the opposite opinion and indulges in 
an ‘ aristocratic conception of the world,’ then — from the 
stand-point of poetry at nny rate, and perhaps at least 
fiom that of history — ho is perfectly right in deriving the 
historical deeds not iiuleod exclusively, but pre-eminently 
from the characters and the fiee res(d\ es of princes and the 
leaders of the people. Aicordingly I can admit only this 
much —that Shakspeare in his historical pieces, owing to 
the more complicated material, lias more freipiently than 
usual neglected, clearly and distinctly to explain to the 
spectator, the motives of the action and the internal con- 
nection of its incidents, and that, in order to obtain 
dramatic effect from the dcmiiie subject, he occasionally 
brings the situation to' the extreme point of the abruptest 
contrast, and thereby often ds probability— as for instance, 
in the scene where Kichard 111. sues for the hand of the 
Princt'ss Anne, or in the description of Ti men’s actions. 

However, if such single mistakes are supposed to prove 
that the author of ‘ Macbeth ’ and ‘ Othello,’ of the ‘ Henrys ’ 
and ‘Kichards,’ of ‘Coriolaniis’ and ‘Julius Ciesar’ has 
“ never very clearly understiMnl that act ion and characteri- 
sation stand in the closest rLdation one to another, that the 
tragic effect rests essentially upon tlieir agreement, and 
consequently that a subject cannot be taken from anij 
anecdote, chronicle, or novel, and decorated with mind, 
wit, profound wisdom, brilliant images and thoughts, as a 
Christmas tree is hung with lights,” I now and for ever 
maintain, in opposition to this verdict of critical delusion, 
that, not only does iShakspeare's mode of characterisation 
and composition, but in general his invention also, corre- 
spond perfectly with historical reality. As, in life and 
history, it is external relations, unforeseen circumstances, 
unexpected events and actions, — that which in a wider 
sense .we call chance^ which exercise more or less in- 
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Alienee over the aims, actions, and fortunes of men, so in 
Shakspeare also, the course of the dramatic action is never 
only dependent upon the individuality of the various 
characters ; in him both co-operate everywhere to form the 
real substance of the representation. But how far the one 
or the other side has to assert itself, how far the given 
position of things ought to express its inAuence upon the 
character, the doings and sufferings of the dramatic 
personages, must, in single cases, be determined by the 
nature of the chief characters, more especially, however, 
by the fundamental idea of the piece. In Shakspeare’s 
comedies it is usually the outer world, in his tragedies the 
character and personality, that have the greater inAuence 
in the motives and development of the action, and thus 
accord with his idea of comedy and tragedy. His in- 
vention naturally modiAes itself in conformity with this 
conception; with him it is but seldom simple (as in 
‘Timon of Athens,’ and in some of his comedies, for 
instance, in ‘As You Like It,’ ‘A Midsummer Kight’s 
Dream,’ ‘Love’s Labour Lost,’ and in several of his 
historical dramas — ‘ Coriolanus,’ ‘Henry V.,’ ‘Eichard 
III.’), in general it may be called complicated. He stands 
in need, as already said, of a certain mass of facts, because 
his mode of characterisation and composition demand 
different groups of dramatic personages, all of whom, as 
they inAuence one another, require their separate story. 
Taking the single gi’oups by themselves, it may be said 
that the invention is invariably simple, and without any 
great weight, for it is only through combining the groups 
into one whole that it becomes complicated. Shakspeare, 
however, never seems to have set much value in weaving 
the threads into an especially difficult or interesting com- 
plication ; for with him the fact and the outward position 
of things meet in the centre of the whole, and inAuence 
the character and inner life of the dramatic personages ; 
consequently, the complication is always the result of the 
co-operation of both which mutually limit and determine 
each other. That which happens, as well as the relations 
and circumstances under which it happens, is in Shak- 
speare frequently indeed (in most of his tragedies) unusual 
and extraordinary, but as frequently (in many of his 
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comedies) Very common and ordinary. In this respect the 
principle of the greatest possible variety predominates in 
him as in life and history. 

It is this mutual interaction of the different groups and 
their history which alone reveals Shakspeare’s great in- 
ventive power. It is one of his peculiarities that he has in 
all cases borrowed the actual substance of the action, or, to 
use a more common expression, the subjects for his plays 
have been taken from foreign sources, from older dramas, 
novels and tales, chronicles and histories, and that in most 
cases he has closely followed his authorities. Hebler says, 

‘ it invariably seems less Shakspeare’s intention to intro- 
duce something of his own into his subject, than to bring 
into the fullest light that which he found it to contain — 
in other words, to give the subject the greatest possible 
stage effect from the point of view which most interested 
him, and from wliich it presented itself to his mind. Tho 
public for whom he wrote demanded of its dramatists not 
that they should invent, or that the subject should bo 
treated in any quite i)eculiar manner, but that tlie well- 
known, favourite, and often strange subjects should bo 
very vividly brought before them. Shaksi)earo adapted 
himself to this taste, or, to speak more correctly, his 
pleasure in the subject (in the action and the sequence of 
events, that is, in the specifico-dramatic elements of tho 
representation) was the stimulating motive of his artistic 
activity in a far greater degree than was the case with 
either Goethe or Schiller.’ Shakspeare's own activity ex- 
presses itself in most cases only in a more or less extensive 
alteration, usually only in the further development of tho 
material and the giving it a deeper spiritual significance ; 
hut more particularly in the combining of the several 
stories or events into one complete whole, to which allu- 
sion has already been made. If this were supposed to 
contain a proof of a want of inventive power, we should 
he overlooking the fact that no poet creates his subject 
purely out of nothing, but that he invariably only repre- 
sents, that is, gives a poetic form to the life and nature of 
as it exists ; hence he works upon some given subjiict, 
consequently the basis of every genuine work of art 
only be the profound true understanding of the 

2 A 2 
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materials furnished hy life and history. That, however, 
Shahspeare almost always elevated the figures he found in 
the sources fi’om which lie drew, into complete and genuine 
jioetic characters, that he first breathed spirit and life into 
them, and that ho was invariably the first to endow tlie 
given material with a higher and general significance, is 
evident from the most superficial comparison of his plays 
with their originals. Moreover, the fact that he was in 
all cases able to accomplish this, is, in my opinion, a proof 
of greater force and intensity of genius, greater truth and 
depth of intellect, than if he had himself invented the 
subject-matter of his dramas. If, therefore, in our idea 
of invention we include this, the most essential point, tho 
real substance of all art and poetry — the conception of the 
characters and leading ideas (and this involves every part 
of the dramatic work of art, characterisation, composition, 
language, the subject and course of the action) — we shall 
have to i^lace Shakspeare’s genius very high, perhaps 
higher in inventive power than that of any other i)oet. 
In none do we find such a variety of different characters, 
in none such a profusion of ideas ; this, I assert here on 
the sole authority of Goethe.* 

♦ See GoetWs Werlte, vol. 45. 
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CHAPTER VII. 

SHAKSPE ARE'S POETICAL CONCEI>TIO^^ OF LIFE. 

The means by which Shakspeare solved the given problem 
in dramatic art, that is to say, his mode of composition 
and characterisation, as well as his treatment of language, 
and which in their peculiarity and harmonious combination 
constitute his dramatic style, — although the direct ex- 
pressions of his idea of dramatic art — are nevertheless in 
reality only forms, the substance of which consists in his 
poetical conception of human life, and is therefore essentially 
determined by it. This conception in its general nature 
agrees with the Christian view of life, as must bo evident 
from a clear and unprejudiced glance at his works, lly 
this, however, we do not mean to say that the Christian 
dogma in its ecclesiastico-theological conception invariably 
controls and pervades his works — it is only the general 
principles in their contrast to pantheism and fatalism, 
materialism and naturalism, only the leading ideas, and 
these only in their poetical character, that are essentially 
the same. It is only within the Christian view of life 
that the free will of man, and with it the proposition : 
disposition and destiny aio synonymous ideas — have their 
full significance. According to the ancient idea, destiny, 
although borne, developed and cariied out by the will and 
actions of men, stands nevertheless in direct opposition to 
their freedom of will as an unalterable necessity ; for, like 
CEdipus, just as ho was on the point of iieeing from his 
destiny, of combating it, he fell a victim to its power. 
This necessity controls human existence in the form of 
the eternal laws of nature and ethics which, however, 
being without life or motion, fall into contradiction wiih 
one another in their various elements, and thus also bring 
human duties into contradiction (Orestes, Antigone, 
Klectra) ; those duties stand opposed to human freedom 
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as an infinite will with finite power, and above which 
therefore man — in the independence and activity of his 
self-conscious will — feels himself exalted, whereas in the 
weakness and limitation of his power he succumbs to it 
(Prometheus, Ajax, Philoctetus, Deianira, Niobe, Medea, 
etc.). This was the reason why the ancient drama did not 
require the same fulness and accurate working out of in- 
dividual characters, the same refraction of ideas, the same 
diversified elasticity of language. The contrastvs were given 
to it originally, were thoroughly objective and distinctly 
defined ; hence they could not and did not require to be ex- 
hibited in their evolution from the mind and its freedom, in 
their original unity, their divergence and ultimate recon- 
ciliation. When, in the ancient drama, a denouement was 
rcquiied, it came in a purely external form, by the ai)pear- 
anco of some god. We may say that the heroes of Greek 
tragedy represented the special subjective side of life and 
histoiy, the gods, the general and the objective (order of 
the universe and moral law) ; both, from* the very begin- 
ning of things have been at variance, and separated by a 
deep, dark chasm, which conceals the origix of evil and 
the beginning of sin ; both, it is true, long and strive after 
internal, real union, but no actual reconciliation is clFeetcd, 
it remains a mere striving and struggling which can obtain 
peace only from without, by compromise and concessions 
from one or the other side. (Thus Orestes obtains peace, 
and (Edipue a blissful death only as a concession from the 
gods.) 

In the Christian view of life, on the other hand, there 
is no over-iuling destiny ; God, His love and justice, 
govern the world’s history ; He is a living, self-acting, free 
personality, and can therefore of His own accord limit 
Himself, can will the freedom of man, can enter into this 
freedom by granting the human mind — because it is and 
is to be mind — free causation and self-activity within the 
limit of its own nature, reserving for Himself alone the 
determination of that limit, the form of the outward cir- 
cumstances and relations, as well as the cori sequences and 
effects of human actions, and by His guidance of the 
world’s history, working from within towards the goal of 
human destiny. According to the Christian view, there- 
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fore, destiny is oiie and the same thing as action, and the 
substance of ideas which make up the world’s history. 
Man is, in fact, master of his own destiny, and his de^tiny 
U neveithetss, at the same time, a divine dispensation. 
Universal, inviolable laws, wliich embrace nature and the 
world of man, also govern his existence, but this natural 
and moral necessity is subject to the free dispensation of 
the self-conscious God of love. An internal, organic unity 
and correlation has therefore to be represented ; the course 
of* the historical development is determined by general 
conditions and relations, by general moral and natural 
laws, but at the same time by the fieewill of man and 
the dispensation of God; the destinies of the dramatic 
personages must, therefore, be derived step by step from 
their own cliaractcrs, their own self-determination and 
their own actions, but, at the same time, from the state of 
the historical life as a whole, and from the divine order 
and government of the world by which it is controlled. 
All the three causes which mutually determine and com- 
plete one another must, in their co-operation, bo ecpially 
represented. Their want of agreement, which in the 
ancient drama is everywhere apparent and is solved only 
outwardly according to circumstances, is here solved in- 
ternally, and must therefore also be represented as one 
which actually solves itself. The Christian God Himself 
wills the reconciliation of the contrasts which in the 
ancient view of the world are at strife with each other ; 
the want of agreement, accordingly, can exist only in the 
nature of the individuals in their special conduct, aspira- 
tions, and endeavours ; the solution can, therefore, result 
only from the co-operation of all these agents. This, 
however, necessarily demands that abundance of forms 
and relations, that accurate and detailed characterisation, 
those manifold reflexes of ideas, as well as that many- 
sidedness of the action and change of tone and language 
by which the modern drama, and more particularly 8hak- 
speare’s compositions, are distinguished. 

I have already, in the preceding portion of this work, 
shown how these three agents— which, from the stand- 
point of the Christian view of life, form, as it were, the 
elements of a complete action — appeared one after the 
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other in the course of the development of the English 
drama, and ultimately took entire possession of the stage. 
The Mysteries regarded the action one-sidedly as a divine 
supernatural act, as a mere emanation of the divine 
government of the world ; the Moralities represented it in 
an equally one-sided manner as simply the result of 
universally prevailing moral forces and laws; lastly, J. 
lleyw(»od’s Interludes conceived it with equal one-sided- 
ne 8, as nothing more than the expression of the arbitrary 
conduct and aspii*ations of single individuals. The sub- 
sequent regular drama down to Greene and Marlowe tried 
in vain to blend these three elements into a truly organio 
whole ; but they did not accomplish more than giving the 
elements an external connection. But Shakspeare — by 
l)ointing in a symbolical manner, in such pieces as 
‘Macbeth,’ ‘Hamlet,’ ‘Julius Ciesar,’ ‘Kichard III.,’ and 
‘Cymbeline,’ lo the interference of a higher divine power, 
invisible to the common eye (yet everywhere allowing 
the general moral ])owers to co-operate as personifications 
of the divine government of the world, not only internally 
but externally also by means of re]>resentatives of the state 
and law), and at tln^ same lime by always representing 
the action as the free act of the individual — as the outflow 
of the moral character and of the circumstances in the life 
of the individual, — was the first to bring about a truly 
organic union of the three agents. He tliereby not only 
raised the original eleimuits of tlie English drama to their 
right position in regard to one another, but also made 
dramatic jioetry in general, the poetical reflex of the 
world’s history. Thus, in tliis respect also, he forms the 
climax and turning point in the history of dramatic art. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 

shakspeare’s idea of tragedy and comedy. 

Shakspeare’s general view of human life is in accordance 
with his conception of the idea of tragedy and comedy ; 
the latter confirms and explains the former, and vice versa. 
For if divine justice, in its oneness with moral necessity, is 
conceived as the guiding principle of history, then it 
follows as a matter of course that, not only the common, 
the low and the unworthy, hut also that that which is 
greatest, noblest and most beautiful in human life, must 
fall a victim to suffering, misery, and death as soon as it 
is at variance with the moral necessity. This at once 
shows the tragic aspect of bhakspeare’s view of life. With 
him the tragic element consists invariably in the suffering 
and final ruin of what is great, noble, and beautiful in 
man, as a consequence of his own weakness, one-sidedness 
and want of character, into which its representatives-7- 
the heroes of tragedy — fall, either by seeking to obtain 
what is good and beautiful only in order to satisfy their 
passions (oven though these be great and noble) and are thus 
enslaved and blinded inasmuch as these succumb to selfish- 
ness and want of freedom, or by one-sidedly placing their 
whole strength of wdll in some special possession, some special 
right, and inconsiderately neglecting everything else, thus 
defying the moral necessity which demands greater con- 
sideration for the whole of humanity than for the in- 
dividual man. Shakspearo by this means shows us man 
in the light of the demand which necessarily lies within 
himself, endeavouring to act in conformity with his own 
true nature and thereby with the divine will, which only 
demands man’s own activity towards the realization and 
completion of his nature. His conforming with the 
divine will is, in fact, moral necessity, and at the same 
time, his true freedom, inasmuch as, of course, his will 
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can be truly free only when in conformity with his true 
nature in accordance with it and when proceeding from it. 
If man acts contrary to this demand of his own nature, he 
enters into conflict with the inner moral necessity, exter- 
nally in the form of destiny. His resolves and actions 
are thwarted and become his own ruin; his earthly 
existence comes to an end, because the special in itself 
cannot continue to exist when, in selfish obstinacy and in 
hostility, it opposes the order of the whole, or, because 
confounding what is external and necessary with what 
is temporary and accidental, he desires that which is 
transient. And as human greatness and beauty are never 
quite free from weakness and one-sidedness, as, in fact, 
human goodness is always but of a limited^ relative value, 
and accordingly every moral law, every duty and every 
right has but a definite sphere of activity, it may thus 
happen that general moral forces themselves come into 
collision with one another: a collision of duties takes 
place, in which right is at the same time wrong, and 
good at the same time evil. Such a collision is pre- 
eminently tragic, because it allows the ruin of what is 
humanly good, by its own uncertainty to appear as the 
general destiny, not merely of the individual, but of all 
human relations and conditions. This higher form of 
tragedy, which is closely allied to the ancient idea and 
yet essentially different from it, is easily and freely entered 
into by Shakspeare’s conception, without however actually 
requiring it to unfold the tragic pathos in its whole depth 
and weight. 

If, on the other hand, divine love, and — in contrast to 
it— the motley play of human caprice, are conceived to be 
the leading principles of human life, then the representation 
must assume quite a different form and character, God s 
love comes to the assistance of human weakness and per- 
versity ; for where heart and mind are not depraved in 
themselves, not hardened with sin, but have, so to speak, 
only temporarily wandered from the right path, His love 
allows man’s foolish, vain, and senseless resolves and 
actions to neutralise themselves in such a manner, that 
they are not succeeded by their natural consequences— 
inisery and ruin — but that, in fact, the very thwarting of 



OaAP. VIII.J SH iJSSPEARE*S IDEA Ot TRAGEDY AND COMEDY. S63 

these resolves and man's own destruction bring about that 
which is right and good. This elfect corresponds com- 
pletely with the nature of human caprice in its different 
forms of desire or fancy, emotions of the imagination or 
feelings, errors of the intellect or heart. Caprice necessarily 
manifests itself in acts of silliness and folly, in weakness 
and perversities of all kinds, because, being antagonistic 
to reason and moral necessity, in its activity, it assumes 
all the above forms. If caprice — which in itself is nothing 
but internal accident, and consequently, also invariably 
corresponds externally with the apparently accidental — is 
conceived as the ruling motive of human commissions and 
omissions, we have a world full of contradictions and 
absurdities without order and law; hence, a world for 
mere play, and itself but play and semblance. Such a 
world, however, cannot maintain itself, like every contra- 
diction it must necessarily neutralise itself. As chance 
and caprice, weakness and i)erversity, error and folly 
paralyse each other, the result being that after all, that 
wliich is right and rational takes place and proves itself 
the truly permanent, so, there seems to be a higher 
necessity in the harmless play with human freedom 
(caprice); the mind appears in its disturbed state, in its 
defection from itself, but at the same time in its conscious- 
ness of self, in its return to itself (to what is good and true) ; 
these are the best of the current delinitions of comedy, 
which, it is true, are still too vague and general (because, 
according to them, much would be comic which in reality 
is not comic), but they nevertheless apply to the most 
essential point of the idea. This, in fact, is the comic 
view of human life according to Shakspeare’s idea ; for in 
him the ridiculous depends, so to speak, upon the mind 
being tickled ; it is invariably founded on a contradiction, 
which, however, must bo sesthetical, a contradiction to the 
immediate feeling and perception. And as this belongs 
exclusively to the subjectivit}^ of man, the ridiculous must 
also ever be dependent upon the character and the special 
situation, disposition and frame of mind of the individual. 
It is ridiculous to speak of a thing as actually ridiculous 
in itself. J'he ridiculous is, in all cases, ridiculous only 
by the way in which the object is conceived; there is 
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absolutely nothing that is generally ridiculous, no object 
which as mch is purely ridiculous. But there certainly is 
a general comic view of life within which everything 
special seems ridiculous; in other words, the comic is an 
act of the mind, a manner of perception or form of con- 
ception, in which things present themselves to man. The 
comic in art, at least, is nothing but such a view and form 
of representing things ; it docs not only consist in single 
witticisms, jokes, situations and cJiaractcrs, but in the 
contradictioiL which runs through the whole representa- 
tion, hiding itself in its subject, and intentionally set 
forth by it, but which is ultimately solved. The comic in 
art may therefore be termed the dialectics of irony, which 
do not look upon human life one-sidedly, as a world of 
contradictions and absurdities controlled by chance and 
caprice in all shapes, but which themselves sway and 
govern this world, and at the same time correct the one- 
sidedness of the conciiption by allowing chance and caprice 
— and consequently the world wliich is ruled by them — to 
neutralise themselves (dialectically), and to be converted 
into their opposites.* These dialectics not only govern 
the course of the action, but are also reflected in that 
peculiar shape of jest and wit, which in Shakspeare prefers 
to express itself in the form of puns. Puns intentionally 
and unintentionally turn words into their opposites, sense 
into nonsense, wit into absurdity, seriousness into jest, 
and conversely. Puns are therefore the dialectics of irony 
in the form of a linguistic expression, which manifest 
themselves in the form of a mutual paralysis of the in- 
tentions and endeavours of the dramatic personages. 
This internal harmony between diction and action, form 
and substance, makes the fault which Shakspeare falls 
into more endurable; he frequently licaps up and spins 
out mere puns to an immoderate extent. 

This treatment and conception of the comic produces 
of itself a thoughtful joyousness which is spread over tlio 
whole representation. We find our own life, all onr 
human weaknesses and perversities reflected in the world 
represented. But this cannot occasion any pain, for wo 
are everywhere aware of the ruling power of the comic, 

* Compare M. Carriore, ‘ iKstlitties,’ i. 183 flf. 
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which causes all perplexities of the heart and mind, all the 
accidents to which our life is exposed, to become mutually 
paralysed, and it whispers to us the consoling thought 
that what is good and right happens in our world, not 
merely as a result of our own trouble and labour, but 
oven contrary to our will. But, on the one hand, follies 
and perversities which neutralise each other (in fact by 
neutralising each other) bring into view the imperishable 
nohility of human nature concealed in them, that is, the 
innate divine stamp of our being, even though only 
indirectly, as the secret motive p{)wer of these dialectics ; 
on the other hand, all hiiinan existence, the high as well 
as the low, the iiu])ortant as well as the unimportant, 
fall under the one general comic view of life, in which 
everything becomes a trifling matter, and the more trifling 
it ai)pears, the more it arouses tlie free immortal mind 
of man, the feeling of his superiority above the world 
of appearances; it is this that produces that genial 
exuberance of spirits, that Vice la hagatelley which in 
Shakspearo’s best comedies is the soul of tlio representa- 
tion. 

But this joyousness is true joyousness, only because it 
at the same time coni-ains a deep earnestness. For the 
comic side of the Shakspearian view of life is not confined 
to exhibiting mere human caprice, any more than his 
tragic view is limited to setting forth merely the moral 
necessity. In the latter suflering and death follow the 
violation of the moral law, not that man shall thereby 
he ruined, but that he may truly live ; in other words, 
that he may rise purified out of the conflict into which 
he has fallen, out of the onc-sidedness and delusion of 
passion, up to that which alone is true life in harmony 
with itself, and being thus in harmony with ethical 
necessity obtains true freedom and contentment. Thus, 
out of tragic pathos, out of the disturbed world of moral 
necessity as well as out of the comic paralysis, out of the 
impossible world of caprice and chance, there arises the 
true world of freedom, the eternal home of the spirit. 
This is the conciliatory, comforting^ elevating element which 
is clearly and distinctly apparent in Shakspeare’s better 
tragedies. And in the comic view of life also, it is not 
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exclusively caprice and chance that rule, life is also 
governed by moral necessity, the power of what is right 
and good; it is this moral power which, by its hidden 
counterplay, baffles the perverse resolves and actions of 
men and turns them into their opposites. Shakspeare, at 
times, brings this counterplay clearly and openly into the 
foreground, especially in cases where the question is not 
merely about the getting rid of folly and weakness, but 
about the struggle against evil and vice. In such cases 
the comic is sometimes mixed with a high earnestness 
which borders upon the tragic (for instance in ‘ Much Ado 
About Nothing ’ and in ‘ The Merchant of Venice,’ etc.). 

Tragedy and comedy in 8haks])eare, therefore, are merely 
two different forms of art with the same substance, merely 
the two sides of his poetical view of human life. They can, 
accordingly, pass over directly one into the other, and meet 
without constraint in the same drama. And yet Shak- 
speare has always (and again quite recently) been re- 
proached for not having kei)t tragedy and comedy strictly 
apart from each other, and more especially for having 
introduced scenes of low comedy into his overpowering 
tragedies. Those who deny that Shakspeare possessed a 
poetical view of life and gesthetic principles, and who, in 
fact, adhere to the opinion that he was wanting in fine 
aesthetic feeling, must be reminded that the combination 
of the two elements is not a special peculiarity of Shak- 
speare’s, hut was the general and cliaracteristic feature of 
the English drama of the day. But in addition I appeal 
to the result, to the impression produced by the comic 
parts in his tragedies. Do they really injure the tragic 
effect? Do they really produce a disturbing impression 
upon the unprejudiced spectator? I believe the great 
majority of spectators will answer in the negative. It 
certainly depends upon the maimer in which the comic is 
treated; it is not every species that can be linked to 
tragedy. But there is a form — and it is pre-eminently 
the form of the comic peculiar to Shakspeare— which, in 
the above described sense, conceals a deep ethical earnest- 
ness, under the disguise of jest, and is thereby raised 
al)Ove the comic. This form has been called humour. 
Humour, in the narrower sense of the word, rests upon a 
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double basis, upon an idealism of the judgment and of the 
niind which judges all human affairs by the highest ideal, 
uses it as a standard for measuring and comparing, and 
accordingly sees them only in their smallness, impropriety 
and perversity ; but humour also rests upon a realism of 
the heart, of a warm heart full of feeling, to which love 
and devotion are a necessity, and which accordingly en- 
courages and values all human affairs, chiefly those that 
are small, weak, and in want of help. Midway between 
these sharp contrasts, sometimes inclining more towards 
the one, sometimes more towards the other, is wit^ acting 
in concert with a i ich imagination, and playing from one 
to the other in such a manner that both are placed in the 
closest connection, penetrating each other and jiassing over 
one into the other. Humour, naturally, draws into its 
play more particularly the things and persons in its 
immediate surroundings. Tlic Duke of Kent and the fool 
in ‘King Lear,’ Mercutio in ‘ Komeo and Juliet,’ Faulcon- 
bridge in ‘ King John,’ Hamlet, Henry V., as prince and 
king, are humorous figures in this sense ; even the grave- 
diggers in ‘Hamlet,’ the porter in ‘Macbeth,’ possess 
something of this humour, which does not disturb, but 
raises and increases the effect of the tragic element. And 
yot in most cases, it is Shakspcare’s custom to make tiie 
representatives of the people — tradesmen, soldiers, sailors, 
servants, etc., whom he introduces into his tragedies and . 
historical dramas — the sustaiiiers of the comic parts, which 
then do not by any means always jicssess the changing 
colours of humour. In this, he may only Inive yielded to 
the custom of the English theatre and to the desire of the 
great public who invariably liked to liavo sometliing to 
laugh at. In my opinion, these scenes do not disturb the 
effect of the tragic element. The contrast exhibited in 
the people —by the happy limitation of their desires and 
thoughts, by their careless indifference concerning every- 
thing that does not directly touch upon the wants of 
practical life, by the fresh rough realism which characterises 
popular wit — as compared with the tragic heroes with 
their grand ideas and ideal strivings, their mighty 
emotions and passions (the source of their sorrows and- 
sufferings) rather enhances the effect of the tragic element, 
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which, of course, is not merely intended to express itseli 
in wild emotion, in a comfortless and hopeless despondenc) 
of the soul. Tragic pathos, on the other hand, the inoi’i 
it appears in the overwhelming force, such as we meet 
with in Shakspeare, where it rather threatens to destroy 
the soul in place of elevating it, the more it requires 
a soothing counterpoise in order to produce its full 
effect.* 

Comedy in Shakespeare, it is true, not unfrequontly 
rises to a higher region, as it is nowhere entirely^ separated 
from the ethical principle of human existence, which alone 
contains the root of all the earnestness of life ; but in 
most cases, both in him and in all the more recent 
dramatists, it represents ordinary, every-day life which, 
in so far as it turns upon the personal interests of 
individuals, and proceeds without any direct relation to 
the general course of human affairs, must be regarded as 
unhistorical. The old political Comedy of the Greeks, 
with its constant references to public life, which was its very 
soul, is foreign to modern dramatic poetry. In accordance 
with the ancient view of life, that which was historically 
important was connected with external phenomena, with 
the force of the action and the power of its consequences. 
In antiquity it was only general, i.e., public life that wat 
historical, because private life had no independence, and 
was entirely absorbed by the state. Ancient comedy 
could, therefore, derive its general, ideal significance only 
from public life ; when this was no longer possible, when 
it likewise had to turn its attention to the representation 
of private life, it ra])idly sank into insignificance; a 
tragedy in citizen life was to the ancients an absurdity. 
However, in the modern, and more particularly in Shak- 
speare’s view of life, every idea^ as such, also possesses 
historical power and significance, whether, in the first 
place, it be evolved from public or from private life ; the 
former, in fact, does not differ from the latter, both rather 
form one whole, and accordingly are equally justified. 
Hence, in modern art, if understood and treated correctly, 
we may very well have a tragedy from citizen life ; and 
comedy, which, in accordance with its nature, prefers 
* Compare Carriero, p. 218 f. 



CHAP. VIII.J STTAKSPEABB’s IDEA OF TRAGEDY AND COMEDY. 369 

moving in private life (as the play of caprice and chance 
can here develop itself with more freedom and variety), 
is no less significant than the historical drama or the 
kingly tragedy which depicts the fate of nations and their 
representatives, provided only its subject-matter has a 
general application to mental life. Wherever, in comedy, 
ethical earnestness is not only distinctly ai)parent, but 
gains a decided preponderance over the comic paralysis of 
the resolves and endeavours of the dramatic cliai acters, 
80 tlmt that which is directly laughable disappears, and wit 
and jest find no support, or merely exist as bye-play— there 
the representation comes to resemble that form, which in 
more recent times has been distinguished in Germany 
from tragedy and comedy by the name Schauspiel, that 
is, a play in which, as in Shakspcare’s ‘ Measure for 
Measure * and ‘ Cymbeline,’ the action leads to a serious 
complication somewhat similar to a tragic conflict, where, 
however, the denouement docs not end in a tragic cata- 
strophe, but, like the conclusion of a comedy, results in the 
restoration of what is riglit and good, and therefore in the 
welfare and satisfaction of the dramatic personages. 

But even among comedies, in the narrower sense of the 
word, there is a considerable dilference in form, character, 
and composition, between plays like ‘A Midsummer Night’s 
Dream,’ ‘The Tempest,’ ‘As You Like It,’ and those of 
another species, such as ‘All’s Well that Ends Well,* 
‘The Merchant of Venice,’ ‘Much Ado About Nothing,* 
etc. But this ditference, also, is explained by the general 
conception of the comic upon which fcihakspearc’s comedies 
are founded. If, as has been said, Shakspeare’s idea of 
the comic is essentially nothing but the dialectics of 
irony, which make the represented world of caprice and 
chance the instrument of its own dissolution, by the 
contradictions it itself contains, then accordingly it is clear 
that comedy can comprehend and re]>resent human life in 
its two principal but different aspects. Either it exhibits 
human life more in its inner subjective aspect, as born and 
shaped by the doings and endeavours, the desires and 
passions, plans and freaks, of the different characters, in 
short, as dependent upon and determined by human wishes 
smd endeavours, which in Comedy is always represented 
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ill the many forms of caprice * — and this specicjs may be 
called comedy of character or intrigue. (Its usual prosaic 
form of reality must, in accordance with its nature, remain 
unchanged ; its object being rather to reflect reality as 
faithfully as possible, and to represent it externally in 
precisely the same manner as, under the given conditions 
of time and place, under prevailing circumstances ami 
relations, it must be formed naturally and empirically.) 
Or, it conceives hunian life more in an objective niannov, 
so that chance and caprice, as general forces 'v^hich 
embrace the kingdom of nature as well as the world of 
man, govern it like a kind of destiny. Caprice and acci- 
dent, however, are in themselves thoroughly fantastic; 
for the fantastic is, in fact, nothing but the caprice of 
fancy, the groundlessness and incoherency of the images 
which go beyond the order and laws of nature, and 
thus injure, confound, and transform them. This results 
in f antastic comedy^ in which consccpiently the external, 
natural /orwi of common reality seems to be done away with, 
or, at all events, a])i)eai*s permeated by straijge, wonderful 
iflicuomena, mere creations of the fancy, or beings of 
an entirely different nature and sphere of life — precisely 
such as are brought l)efor(3 us in ‘A Midsummer Kight’s 
Dream,’ and in ‘Tlio tempest.’ Onl}", the re])resentation 
must invarialdy maintain this form, as one actually 
existing, and treat all fantastic singularities and wonders 
which it displays before us, exactly like the most ordinary 
occurrences of everyday life ; then it will readily produce 
the highest comic efl’oet. 

Both of these species of comedy, however, show them- 
selves ill Shakspeare only as what they really are, in 
other words, as diflerent artistic forms of essentinlly tlio 
same substance. Hence they pass over easily and naturally 
one into the other ; no comedy belongs absolutely and 
purely only to the one or the other species ; each can be 
reckoned as one or the other only in so fur as fancy or in- 
trigue maintain a certain predominance. In general, how- 
ever, Shakspeare’s fantastic comedies are of greater value 

* This is the usual character of modern comedy, which has been 
developed to the highest point of perfection, more pai ticulurly by some 
{Spanish and French poets (Lope, Cuideron, Moreto, Molibre, Scribe, etc.) 
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than his comedies of intrigue; at all events, the former 
make upon us — who are the children of our age — a pure^ 
o,nd more beneficial impression than the latter. And as 
regards his dramatic poems in general, the same may again 
be said of his tragedies and historical pieces as compared 
■vvdth his comedies and those which we would call Schau- 
spiele.* In his tragedies and historical dramas the defects 
or faults which more or less frequently offend our taste 
and aesthetic judgment are invariably only isolated de- 
fects -or faults; they have already been alluded to in 
a general way, but in the following Books, when ex- 
amining the separate pieces, I shall point these out more 
in detail.' In his comedies, on the other hand, we have 
not only to censure one or other particular point, but the 
whole piece often no longer gives us any actual pleasure ; it 
appears strange, antiquated, stiff*, sometimes even tedious. 
This will happen to every comic poet, the further his ago 
and poetry are removed from the time being, and its forms 
and interests of life. This is an inevitable consequence, 
because, in the domain of comedy, every poet in his })ro- 
(luctions, even the greatest genius, is far more dependent 
upon actual life, upon the spirit and the character of the 
nation and age to which ho belongs. For it is just common 
reality and its representatives that he has more especially 
to portray, and even where he rises above it, into the free 
region of fancy, it is in reality again only common, actual 
life — oven though in general features, in tlie concave mirror 
of wit and humour — which he brings before us under the 
transparent disguise of his strange fantastic forms. But 
the manners and customs, the forms of social life and in- 
tercourse, the relations of the different classes of the people 
among one another, taste and opinion, language and mode 
of expression — in short, the kernel and shell of the ‘ b(xly 
of the time,’ vary with every new generation which rises 
in the stream of history. This, however, also causes the 
conception of the comic to vary in form and substance. 
Comedy, in accordance with its very nature, as already 
said, is far more dependent than tragedy, upon the sulv 
jeetivity of man, upon the character and disposition, the 
mood and situation of the indivitluals, and therefore 
* For definition of this word see above, p. 369. 
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varies with the different nations and periods of time, 
As a full grown and educated man often cannot see any. 
thing comical in that which will draw a peal of laugh tei 
from a child or an uneducated man, so persons, relationi 
and conditions, turns of speech and expressions which in 
earlier times made a decidedly ludicrous impression, can 
nowadays but slightly, if at all, excite our laughter. Foi 
the source of the comic is pre-eminently the sharp striking 
contrast between what is real, and that which is sup- 
])osed or intended, and which will act the more drasti- 
cally the more it is wrought into a manifest contradiction. 
But the contrast which wo see daily ceases to make any 
impression upon us. Custom destroys the effect of the 
most laughable behaviour, as well as of the most comical 
situations and expressions. Shakspeare, for instance, in 
his comedies is fond of placing the most gigantic exaggera- 
tions, the most extravagant, most caricatured images and 
similes into the mouths of his punsters and comic figures ; 
— I need only remind the reader of the overflowing wealth 
of h3’perbolical comparisons which I’rince Henry poni’s 
upon his fat friend Falstaff, and which the latter occa- 
sionally gives him back. No doubt they had their effect 
in those days, for Shakspeare, ‘ the only Shake-scene,’ must 
surely' have known very well what was appropriate and 
effective on the stage of his day. Exaggeration nowadays 
no longer produces any right effect, peidiaps because our 
ideas and opinions, as well as our conditions and circum- 
stances, have long lived in an increasing and excessive 
state of tension, cr because wo have accustomed our- 
selves to look for tnith and reality, not in its natural 
simple dress, but, as it were, in the bulging crinoline of 
intentional and unintentional exaggeration, or in the 
fluttering lace-dress of forced points. Shakspeare’s already 
censured fondness for punning and quibbling upon words 
can, as I think, bo explained by the simple fact that 
in his day punning was something new; it had been 
introduced by John Tally into English comedy shortly 
before, and the so-called ‘ euphuism,’ that is, play on 
words in all possible forms, predominated in the conver- 
sation of the educated circles even in Shakspiare’s time. 
Nowadays puns no longer produce the intended effect, 
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perhaps because we have become too much accustomed 
to them also : we daily hear extensive quibbling of words 
at meetings, assemblies and associations of all kinds, 
we are daily regaled with rebuses and calembours both 
good and bad. In addition to this we must consider 
the realistic tendency of our age; even in comedy we 
demand a more compact and palpable form. The play 
upon words which is invariably also a play of thought, 
the dashes of humour, the sarcasms and witty ideas have 
to be understood and reflected in thoughts ; the finer and 
more ingenious they are the greater is their demand for 
acuteness of judgment and quickness of reflection ; but, 
nowadays when people go to the theatre they are tired 
and worn out by the practical activity of the day — there- 
fore, farces, burlesques and drollery give more pleasure. 

Nevertheless, the excess of word-play in Shakspeare’s 
comedies will always remain a defect, the more so as it 
frequently delights in moving on tlio slippery ground of 
dirty allusions and equiv(Xiues. In general, however, 
many of Shakspeare’s comedies rise too little above the 
level of the eccentricities, one-sidednesses, weaknesses, and 
failings of his time; hence, they cannot well appear 
on the modem stage in their original form. Managers of 
theatres are therefore quite right in requiring these 
comedies to bo altered and remodelled for the stage, 
provided only that this is done by an able hand, and 
with a dramatico-poetical understanding. Criticism, on 
the other hand, licre, as everywhere, must bo just, 
and must therefore estimate Shakspearo’s works not 
according to the demands of the taste of the present day, 
nor merely according to the standard of the msthetic ideal, 
but, at the same time, judge them from an historical stand- 
point, as the productions of their age, of a certain period 
of development, and a stage of culture in dramatic art. 
For this reason it was necessary before turning to a critical 
examination of Shakspearo’s separate pieces to give a 
sketch of the history of the Shakspearean, that is, of the 
English drama, and to explain the aesthetic principles 
upon which it is based. 
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BOOK IV. 

SHAKSPEABE’S TRAGEDIES. 


INTRODUCTORY REMARKS ON THE CRITICISM OF HIS DRAMAS. 

The object of criticising a genuine work of art is to obtain 
a profound and clear understanding of it. To understand 
a work of art, however, is the same thing as perceiving all 
the details in their internal, living relation to the whole, 
and the whole in the unity and harmony, design and 
necessity of its organisation ; a work of art admitting of 
being understood in this sense is, at the same time, a proof 
of its beauty. True criticism, therefore, has nothing in 
common with that comparative reflection which either — 
as is most frequently done, because most easy — compares 
a w^ork of art with one similar or dissimilar, measures it 
by some standard from without, and metes out praise or 
blame by self-made principles and ideas in order to bestow 
praise or blame, or which examines it from some external, his- 
torical, philosophical or other stand-point in order to assign 
to it its position and importance, that is, to enrol it well or 
ill in some system of sesthetics or some pragmatical form 
of history. There is, however, but one stand-point for the 
examination of a work of art, and that lies within the 
work itself. To criticise, does indeed signify to distinguish, 
to analyse, to judge ; the work must certainly, so to say, 
be dissected, not, however, in order to form comparisons, 
to apply theories, or to vindicate certain stand points, but 
in order to become acquainted wdth its structure, to pene- 
trate into its inmost life, and to make it again rise up out 
of the latter, hence, to recognise the internal design and 
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harmony of its organism, and the unity of the body and 
spirit which pervades its formation and composition, and all 
its various parts and members. The object of true criti- 
cism is to comprehend the work of art in its own signifi- 
cance, The significance of a thing, however, is its relation 
U) what is general, its value and applicability to what is 
general ; tlie greater its significance, the more general 
is its applicability. 'I'o comprehend the significance of 
a work of art, therefore, is to recognise that, and how 
far, it represents not only single characters, deeds, and 
destinies, but, in them, the (jeneral essence of nature, of 
man, of the world and the world's history; how, and 
how far it has succeeded in raising the sjjecial into the 
image and likeness of what is general^ such as affects and 
surrounds our own selves. True criticism, conse(piently, 
is essentially a reproduction. The critic acts in the same 
manner as the j^oet ; not, however, by tlie i)ower of the 
iirtistic imagination, but by the power of perceptive 
tliought, which seeks to i)enetrate the given work, aiid to 
prove it to be a thought of the creative mind, d'he poet 
?«/roduces and produces his inner views into the world of 
l)henomena, so that the thought itself becomes the pheno- 
menon ; the critic, on the otlier hand, acts conversely, lie 
reduces this phenomenon to the thought. The act of 
reducing is, however, at the same time a producing, and 
both together form a reproducing, inasmuch as the 
thought embodied in it glows out of the I’ecognisiiig and 
the comprehending the work of art. And in the same 
way, conversely, the artistic }>roduction contains a reduc- 
tion (one, indeed, tliat is acconi])lished unconsciously, in 
so far as the wide, varied, unsurveyable world of forms 
and phenomena must first be condensed into an inner 
perception, and thus become a solid nucleus) before it can 
liso out of the latter in an artistic shape, that is, in the 
form of beauty. Hence the critic’s production also is in 
reality a rei^roduction ; beauty itself is a mental at% w hich 
consists of a reproduction of the iihenomenal, natural 
existence, according to its innate, but invisible laws and 
designs, and whoso peculiar object is only to exhibit the 
internal harmony of these designs and laws. 

It may indeed be (as von Fricsen, in his ingenious letters 
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on ‘ Hamlet/ thinks) that tlie poet, in the first place, is 
only attracted by the poetical halo of the phenomenon, in 
which an incident, an action, or character, reveal them- 
selves to his eye, that he is then induced to j»ive a repre- 
sentation of them, and that, accordingly, his only object is 
clearly and distinctly to exhibit this phenomenon in its 
poetical aspect. But the poetical phenomenon is, after all, 
only the form and expression of a poetical substance, conse- 
quently the cx])ression of a poetical thought which, even 
though deepl y concealed, must of necessity be contained in 
it, because it becomes a poetical phenomenon only by being 
ex}>ressed. A poet jmoves /limself to be great by the fact 
that, in and with the poetic phenomenon — by working it 
out in its inner perce})tion into an object of scenic repre- 
sentation— lie at the same time (at first perhaps only instinc- 
tively, half unconsciously) brings into view the poetical 
substance, and contrives to give it a general significance 
and those ideal relations which raise the poetical thought 
into the idea, in the above-stated sense of the word. At 
all events, the dramatic poet cannot rest satisfied with the 
poetical part of the mere phenomenon, for his object is to 
describe full, living, human characters, and their inner, 
mental, and moral life, to make the action proceed from 
these, and hence, in all cases, to explain the motives which 
determine the wishes and actions, the sufferings and des- 
tinies of men. These motives, however, and the designs 
and intentions formed by them, are thoughts, and if Ihese 
thoughts are purely individual ideas, representing en- 
tirely individuals’ interests, desires, and inclinations, if, in 
fact, they are not founded upon some definite conception 
of human life, and do not give a reflection of it, in other 
words, if they aie devoid of all general significance, then 
the rej^resentation will in no way appeal to the heart and 
mind of the spectator ; it will leave him perfectly indiffe- 
rent, or, at most, awaken the interest of a passing anecdote. 
If, on the other hand, it possesses a general significance, 
then this very significance is its poetical substance, the 
thought by which it is pervaded, and the idea which is 
manifested in it. It naturally determines the whole form 
of the work, and therein lies the unity and the appropriate- 
ness of its organism, the harmony of its arrangement and 
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composition. We may, therefore, say that the business of 
the critic is essentially confined to pointing out the idea 
upon which the whole work is based. 

There are two ways by which the critic may arrive at 
his object — the historical and the cesthetic. In the present 
day tlie former is generally the more popular, partly 
because both genuine and counterfeit thoughts are daily 
brought into the market in such quantities, that the price 
of the commodity is falling, partly because the realistic 
tendency of our age is inclined to consider all aesthetic 
criticism and philosophy, all ideas and regulating con- 
ceptions, as mere freaks of the imagination. Historical 
criticism, on the other hand, not only agrees bettor with 
this realistic tendency, but also requires thorough study 
and knowledge, which are not such cheap articles and are 
still held in some estimation. For historical criticism 
looks upon the work of art as an historical phenomenon, 
and, accordingly, endeavours to show how its origin has, 
in the first place, to be explained by given conditions, the 
co-operation of different circumstances and relations, etc., 
secondly, in what way it has sprung from the life, the 
mind and the character of the artist; and lastly, how, 
as the product of the history of art and the development 
of the human mind in general, it may have proceeded from 
the character of the age, its mood, its tendency, or its rela- 
tion to the past and future. Historical criticism, in tl. 
way, endeavours to ascertain the meaning of the work of art 
and the intention of the poet. iFsthetic criticism, on 
the other hand, views the artistic work purely by itself, 
apart from all such relations, as a special world shut up 
within itself, and endeavours to understand it simply by 
the power of perceptive thought, and to point out its 
meaiiing from within itself. Both methods have their 
rocks and shallows. The historical critic is apt to see in 
every work of art only the thoughts, tendencies, and in- 
terests of his time, and does not recognise just that which 
is generally applicable in it — that which at once raises 
it above its time — he is also apt to confound the poet’s 
individuality with his poems, so that one might perhaps 
become acquainted with the former, but not with the in- 
dependent value of the latter, and again he is apt to over- 
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look the fact that the spirit of the poet’s artistic genius is 
influenced by impulses and strivings of which tho poet is 
himself not always conscious, and which frequently lead 
him far beyond the goal of his conscious motives and 
intentions. The msthotic critic, on the other hand, often 
introduces into the work thoughts which it does not at all 
contain, or he is inclined to maintain a so-called stand- 
point above or beside the work of art, because the posi- 
tion within the same affords him no true security, and 
thus, disregarding its historical foundation, he refers the 
work to conditions, tendencies and ideas of the present 
which are completely foreign to it. The result is we 
obtain all kinds of reflections from the critic, but no 
criticism. 

The best plan, tlierefore, undoubtedly, is to unite the 
two points of view, for indeed they absolutely belong to 
each other. This I have endeavoured to do, so far as it 
was possible in the case of Shakspearo’s works, lor 
historical criticism, as is self-evident, is of its very nature 
practicable only to a certain extent, and in Shakspeare’s 
works is more than usually confined and limited, partly 
because they do not contain the indispensable information 
about the poet’s life and character, partly also, because, from 
reasons already adduced, it is impossible to determine, 
with certainty, the date of the origin of his several works, 
and lastly also, because many of Shakspeare’s works have 
not come down to us in their original form, and all of 
them, as already said, seem but little affected by the special 
tendencies, interests and ideas of his time. Thus histori- 
cal criticism is in want of the necessary means and con- 
necting links, without which it cannot exist, and, therefore, 
the attempts whicli seek to trace and explain Shakspeare’s 
personal mind and character from his works, or conversely, 
to trace and ex[)lain his works from the supposed course 
of the development of his mind, have all completely failed, 
or possess at most the value of an hypothesis more or less 
plausible. Historical criticism must, accordingly, confine 
itself to an historical ro[»resentation of the course of the 
development of dramatic art down to the death of Shak- 
Bpeare, to a general description of his age and to an ex- 
amination of the little we know of the poet’s life and 
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character. As regards his individual works, historical 
criticism must leave the field in the hands of aesthetic 
criticism, and can only occasionally be of assistance to it. 

It has already been frequently remarked, and among 
others by Goethe,* that ‘Shakspeare did not, like other 
poets, choose for his works any special subject, but that he 
placed an idea in the centre of the whole and refers the 
world and the universe to this idea, and that it would be 
difficult to find a poet whose individual works were so in- 
variably founded upon different ideas influencing the whole, 
as can be proved to be the case with his.’ This is in fact 
one of his characteristic peculiarities, for while the princi- 
pal works of other poets are frequently onl}" variations of a 
single theme, representations of one or of some ideas pre- 
vailing in their time, every poem of Shakspeare’s turns 
upon its own axis, each is, as it were, a world in itself, per- 
vaded by its own peculiar spirit. It is only the man 
who can rise up to Shakspearo’s own lofty stand- 
point, that may perhaps be able to perceive how all 
these different constellations are again but a part of one 
great cosmic whole. This circumstance increases the 
difficulties of finding what Goethe calls the central idea 
(den centralen Beyriff), that is, of discovering and clearly 
pointing out the fundamental idea in IShaksjjeare’s various 
dramas. Shakspeare is not only so modest, so dramatically 
objective, that he rather conceals than reveals his artistic 
motives, his intentions and ideas, he not only always 
presents us with such great varieties of characters, actions 
and events, that our concei^tion is apt to become confused, 
and that the central j^oint — upon which all revolves, in 
spite of the apparent caprice and irregularity — can be 
discovered only with trouble and difficulty ; but he also 
possesses such a variety of different points of view for 
contemplating human affairs, and consequently such «n 
abundance of iioetical ideas, that it is onl}' a mind as 
gifted as his that could exhaust his mine of wealth. 

Hence any undertaking made to discover the ideas and 
points of view that guided Shakspeare in the com- 
position of his dramas can only claim to be regarded as 
an attempt. Every new period will discover newer and 
* Sliahsjpeare und kein Ende. Werke^ vol. 45, 



380 fhakspeabe’s tragedies. [book iv. 

more important relations to the centre of the whole, every 
new critic will consider that he has found this centre in a 
different place ; for every genuine work of art, in reality, 
bears within itself the whole wealth of life. To take into 
consideration all the different relations and conceptions— 
which perhaps are all equally justified, because they are 
but the multifarious refractions of one and the same ray of 
light - could not, therefore, bo my intention here, as in that 
case every piece would have demanded a separate volume. 
For this reason I had to refrain from giving a critical 
analysis of the separate dramas. All that I can do is to 
give the results of my investigations, that is, to unfold, in 
the case of every play, my conception of the fundamental 
idea in the above-stated sense of the word, and to give inti- 
mations as to how it appears to have determined the choice 
of the characters, the course of the action, the circum- 
stances and relations upon which they are founded, etc. ; 
in short, as to how the tone and colouring, the stylo and 
composition of tlie work seems to be dependent upon it. 

The several plays 1 have here arranged — for reasons 
mentioned above — in a mere hypothetical order, not in the 
succession in which, as I believe, they chronologically 
appeared, but in an ideal order, the principle of which 
every careful reader will readily discover. 
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CHAPTER 1. 

Eomeo and Juliet. 

“The ideal picture presented to us in ‘ Eomeo and Juliet,* “ 
says Schlegel, “ is a glorious liymn of praise to that inex- 
pressible feeling which ennobles the soul in the highest 
degree, and oven changes tlio senses themselves into soul, 
but is at the same time a sad elegy upon its frailty, by 
reason of its very nature and of external circumstances. It 
is both the deification and the funeral of love,” etc. That 
the chief interest of this drama turns upon the loves of 
J.omeo and Juliet, is self-evident. And yet I should not 
care to believe that the meaning and object of the whole 
was only to express the substance of what is eternal and 
transitory in love, only to represent the nature of love. 
In ‘ its very nature ’ love is by no means transitory, nor is 
it so by reason of ‘ external circumstances.* Moreover, to 
attain this end there would have been no necessity for the 
extensive apparatus, tlio quarrel and struggle between the 
two great families, the interference of the Prince, the 
participation of the wliole community in the action, 
hove, as I think, rather forms but the ground upon which 
the poet hero takes his stand, the central point of that side 
of human life which ho wishes to describe, the nucleus of 
that ‘ body of the time,’ upon which ho wishes to bring 
‘pressure.’ He may conceive it thus: love, in the first 
place as the love of the betrothed, is the foundation of 
marriage, therefore of the family, and again of the 
state, consequently of the development and formation of 
the whole human race. It is, therefore, the central idea 
to which all life may bo rel erred, and is, in reality, the 
highest and sublimest of what man possesses, for it is the 
source of all morality, of all beauty, of all human great- 
ness. It is upon this foundation that Shakspearo raises 
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his structure; from it he contempMes life and gives us 
a picture, which becomes a tragedy because it is taken 
from the stand-point of the tragic conception of the world. 
In other words, the love of the betrothed is here but the 
material into which ho breathes his breath, the breath 
of poetry, by working it into the picture of an aspect of 
life which is based upon the tragical view of life. 

Foi; this purpose Shakspcare raises love on to the sunny 
heights of the most glowing passion, and contrasts it with 
a hate equally passionate, thus making the nature of 
passion itself, passion in its two chief forms, th^ source of 
the tragic pathos ; for love and hate are, so to speak, the 
two fundamental passions to which all others may bo 
traced. Passion, liowever, according to the modern idea of 
tragedy, is a chief motive in tragic action ; for where its 
substance is great, noble and morally just — to which man, 
impelled by it, subjects all his powers and capabilities, his 
whole being and life— it is the expression of the highest 
dignity of human nature, of that ideal capability to bo 
filled with enthusiasm for what is great, noble and 
beautiful, even to complete self-forgetfulness. But, in so 
far as man in passion — while aiming at the one great and 
beautiful object— not only forgets liimself, but the general 
moral order of the world, and, in the pursuit of his own 
right, tramples upon the rights and duties of others, or, 
in so far as — blinded by it -he confounds the great and 
beautiful object about which he is wholly captivated, with 
the enjoyment whicli it affords himself, and seeks his own 
satisfaction only in the possession of it, regardless of tlie 
we:d or woe of others — passion at the same time becomes 
the most pregnant expression of ethical weakness in the 
multifarious forms which it may assume, either as one- 
sidedness or limitation of the moral aim, or, as an error 
and perversity of judgment, or, again, as a weakness of 
will, or the want of consideration and self-control. Hence, 
a grand and noble passion may readily be found to contain 
both that which is great, beautiful and eternal in man, 
and that which is little, ugly and transitory, and these 
two sides become combined into an indissoluble unity, into 
an emotion that affects the whole man. Thus conceived 
every great passion is. even in itself, of a tragical nature. 
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Komeo’s and Juliet’s love is of an ideal beauty, the 
ethereal lire of two great, rich hearts, the tenderest and 
at once the firmest bond of two noble natures, which, as 
it were, are created for love and in their inmost nature 
destined for each other ; the one beholding in the other 
its own more beautiful self, the embodied ideal of its 
deepest longings and strivings, the symbol of the highest 
ideal beauty. Accordingly, at first sight, their souls flow 
one into the other for an external and perfect unity ; “ like 
the lightning which doth cease to be, ere one can say — It 
lightens,” as suddenly and irresistibly is there kindled in 
tlieir hearts that glowing flame, the tragic, fatal power 
of which they indeed suspect, without, however, being 
able or wishing to resist it. This love becomes tragic, not, 
as might be supposed, in the anticpio sense — on account 
of its ideal beauty and greatness, through the envy of the 
inimortal gods, or through the power of Nemesis, which 
threatens everything that is uncommon and extraordi- 
nary, nor from the prosaically correct, but unpoetical and 
ethically untrue reason, that love is but a special feeling, 
but the ‘companion of life,’ and that, therefore, it is not 
becoming in a man, at least, to bo completely and 
wholly absorbed by it — but simj)ly because from the 
very beginning, it was an overpowering and reckless 
passion as well. 

This very passionateness is its poetry, its force and 
grandeur ; quickened by its glowing w^armth, the noble 
manliness of Komeo’s character, and the lovely, tender 
womanliness of Juliet’s nature, rapidly develop into full 
bloom ; sustained by it, the two rise above all the petty, 
prosaic, selfish interests of love, and soar high above a 
common earthly existence, in the ether of the bright 
sphere of the ideal; steeled by it, they overcome the 
terrors of death, and in dying, put their seal upon the im- 
mortality of love, the sublimity of the struggling mind 
over suffering and ruin, the sovereignty of tlie realm of 
poetry over all hostile powers. But as, in consequence 
of this passion, they make the right of their love the 
sole, exclusive law of the Avorld, their own good the 
general and sole good, and as they lose sight of the 
sanctity of the moral order of the world, so their 
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passion, at the same time, is a rebellion against the 
prevailing power of the moral necessity; it separates 
itself from the organism of the whole; it, so to say, 
trespasses beyond the boundaries of the good and the 
beautiful, and by disturbing the internal harmony of 
the moral powers, involuntarily falls into the opposite 
domain. The lovers, by completing their union on their 
own responsibility against the will and knowledge of 
their parents, not only break through the barriers of 
custom and of tradition, but utterly destroy the bond, 
and injure the right of family relationship ; they thereby 
offend a moral power which has the right — both inter- 
nally and externally, to put itself on a perfect equality with 
their love. But their passion is mixed with the selfish 
instinct and desire of sensual enjoyment and personal 
gratification (as the second and third Kcenes of Act iii. dis- 
tinctly prove). It is this element of selfishness — though 
only a secondary, concealed and, it may be, natural element 
— that makes them lose that power of reflection and self- 
control, of which the great passion is not only capable, but 
by virtue of which alone it is able to accomplish what is 
great. This is why their passion degenerates into that 
blind fury, into wliich Komco falls when — upon hearing 
that ho is to be banished — he throws himself upon the 
ground, and is on the point of ruining all by a rash and 
senseless attempt at suicide. It is this same want of reflec- 
tion and self-control that manifests itself in the incon- 
siderate haste with which Komeo throws himself between 
the swords of Mercutio and Tybalt, and thus having 
caused the death of the former, in a fierce single combat 
also gives the latter his death-blow ; accordingly he him- 
self lays the foundation of the tragic catastrophe. With 
the same inconsiderate haste, the same obstinate violence 
of mind, he rushes off to kill liimself, upon hearing the 
accidental report of Juliet’s death; he does not stay to 
receive a more accurate account, docs not stay to ask Friar 
Laurence for further particulars, he merely follows the 
passionate impulse of the moment. 

This reckless passion, this fatal vehemence of love is 
contrasted by a hate quite as passionate and as fatal. Hate 
is, as it were, but the reverse of love, the same passion in 
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its negative force ; the Nay which is directly contained in 
the Yea of love, and which expresses itself with the same 
energy against all that is hostile to it, as when asserting 
itself. In so far love and hate challenge each otlier 
mutually, and in so far it may be said that Shakspearo 
was justified in leaving ns completely in the dark as to tlie 
cause and occasion of the terrible family fend between the 
Montagues and Capulets. What he had to do was to exhibit 
this correlation in tlio nature of love ; and therefore he con- 
nects the passion of tlje lovers with an equally passionate 
hate which threatens their very existence. Their love has 
to overcome this hate and to assort itself in opposition to 
it; whether, and in what way their love conquers it, will 
be the test of their power and their right, tlie central and 
turning point of their fate. I'liis explains the api)arent 
(jontradiction that, from out of the very midst of the deadly 
enmity of the parents, tlierc arises tlie consuming love of 
the children, extremes meet, not accidentally, but by reason 
of their inmost nature, ^ilie transgi-ession of the moral 
law, which lies in the irrecom'ilable hatred of the ])arents, 
takes its revenge upon the cliildren, and through them 
again upon the parents themselves.* For the destructive 
element in hate exists also in love — in spite of the contra- 
diction — for both are one in passion. Regarded in this 
light, even tlie foundation u[)on which the whole play is 
based manifests an int(u*nal n<*.c(‘S8ity which determines 
its structure, and which has its seat in human nature 
itself. 

This tragic contrariety is the ko}' to the tragic action 
in all its essential features. Tho tragic conflict of 
the rights and duties is given : on the one side we have 
Romeo’s and Juliet’s love in the full justice of its ideal 
beauty, their marriage as a necessary demand of this love, 
not as a merely subjective, but as an objective moral neces- 
sity— for marriage ought to be desired where there is 
genuine and sincere love; -on the other side we have the 

* Act V. 3. 

“See, what a sijourge is laid npoii your hate, 

That heaven limls means to kill your joys with lovil 
And I, for winking at your discords too, 

Have lost a brace of kinsmen ; — all are punish’d 

2 0 


VOL. I. 



38 (> shakspearb’s tragedies. [boor iy, 

equally justified right of the parents, the sacred spheni of 
the family bond, which cannot bo broken with impunity. 
Accordingly, right and wrong are so interwoven with 
one another, that the right of the lovers is, at the same 
time, a wrong, their secret marriage both a moral and 
an immoral proceeding. The task of the tragic action 
is to solve this contradiction. The first five or six scenes 
therefore, in the first place, exhibit the problem clearly 
and distinctly, they elucidate and build up the foundation, 
and also intimate the positions of the dran^iatic characters 
towards one another. In Shakspeare’s usual manner, 
definite groups detach and arrange themselves ar^cordlng 
to the degree of tlieir importance. In the centre stand 
Romeo and Juliet with their love, behind, assisting and 
influencing them, stand Friar Laurence and the Nurse ; on 
one side the Montagues and their adherents, Mcrcutio and 
Benvolio ; on the other, the ruder passionateness of the 
Capulcts, with Tybalt and Count Paris ; but above them 
all, and yet in the background, stands the Prince, the repre- 
sentative of the general power of right and morality, who 
has to protect the ethical whole — the state — against the 
disturbing attacks of its various members. These groups 
— every one of which bears within itself a principal motive 
in the development of the action — then advance towards 
one atiother, each coming forward alternately, and thus 
carry the action forward to its catastrophe entirely of 
their own accord (each being engaged in the pursuit of 
its special interests). 

By introducing the Prince into the course of the 
events, Shakspeare gives the history of the lovers a more 
general, historical interest. A whole state appears to be 
ill violent excitement ; the public welfare is at stake ; the 
Prince, for the sake of its preservation, intercedes between 
the contending parties, and thus, that which would other- 
wise have been only a private concern, becomes a state 
affair, affecting the relation between the community and 
its members. It was only in a time of general excitement 
that such violent passions could strike root and gaiu 
ground. And as the special is dependent upon the general, 
and conversely, the history of the lovers could not be com- 
pletely isolated * the character of the time, the condition of 
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the state and the prevailing sentiments of the people, had 
likewise to be given in general features. I’his, moreover, 
externally raises the general importance which is implied 
in the ideal subject of the tragedy. The ruin of the 
different members is connected with the downfall of 
whole families, and the ruined condition of the whole, of 
the family brings crime and misery upon its individual 
members. Represented in this light, the history of the 
individual members appears the emblem and symbol of 
universal history ; the same motives, the same conditions 
and laws prevail equally in both. 

As tragedy, according to Shakspearo’s conception, stands 
in direct connection with the ethical laws of human life 
and the ethical motives of human destinies, so, that which 
in comedy appears to be the work of chance, of error 
and caprice, in tragedy appears as the result of an in- 
ternal necessity. This is here shown by the principal 
events of the dramatic action. It is no matter of chance, 
that Tybalt kills Mercutio, and Romeo Tybalt, but tlic^ 
unavoidable consequence, partly of the inconsiderate 
passionateness in Romeo’s nature, partly of the prevail- 
ing hate between the two families. Both Mercutio and 
Tybalt are, therefore, by no means unnecessary, subordi- 
nate characters; the former in the cheerful levity of the 
coarse, quarrelsome, reckless humour — with which he, at 
the same time, counterbalances the dull seriousness of the 
passion which prevails all arc mud, and relieves it of its 
oppressive weight — Tybalt in the blind, gloomy zeal of his 
savage nature — both are the active representatives of 
this party feud, which, as such, must inevitably express 
itself in murder and death. The calm, considerate 
Benvolio seeks in vain to extinguish the flames of the 
strife, but his function in the organism of the whole is to 
show that, in fact, it is inextinguishable ; the two old men, 
Montague and Capulet — the actual originators of the feud 
— powerless and incapable of acting, yet for this very 
reason the more significant representatives of the invisible 
power of this hatred — are there, for no other purpose than 
to suffer and to reap the bloody harvest which they them- 
selves had sown. 

It is no mere chance that Romeo remains in the mistaken 

2 0 2 
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belief that Juliet is dead, or that the ktter does not awake 
at least a few minutes sooner than she does, before Komeo 
has swallowed the poison. Friar Laurence’s pious decep- 
tion, which proceeded from the quiet solitude of philoso- 
piiical enquiry, and’his contemplative but loving view of 
things, cannot strike root on this unsteady, volcanic soil, 
amid the rushing torrent of such passions ; such hetero- 
geneous elements repel each other. As J^omeo replies to 
the solaces of p]iiloso])hy by attem])ting suicide, and as ho 
casts olf all reflection and consideration, he cannot, of 
course, be saved by the proferred help of considerate, 
meditative philosophy; it is the hand of that invisible 
divine power wliicli guides the whole, which directs chance, 
and withholds Laurence’s letter, in order that the tragic 
conflict may be solved in a truly tragic manner, in such 
a way that, at the same time, it is also conciliatory anti 
elevating to the mind. 

Even tlie sudden freak of Borneo and his friends to 
attend the feast of the (.^apulets, which was the first step in 
the whole succession of the tragic events, is divested of its 
character of chance and caprice. Profoundly does the poet 
remind us, by tlie mouth of the witty Mercutio, of those 
mysterious relations between the inner and outer life, 
between the past and future, wdiich sometimes reveal 
themselves emblematically to the foreboding soul in 
dreams. Jiomeo, frightened by a dream, yields to the 
invitation of his friends almost involuntarily and reluc- 
tantly ; his mind misgives him that ‘some consequence, 
yet hanging in the stars, shall bitterly begin its fearful 
date with this night’s revels,’ and yet he goes to meet it, 
urged on by an internal necessity. And this necessity, 
what is it, but that dark, and yet certain connection 
between the inner and outer world, that mysterious and 
yet indubitable intei'action between the character of man 
and his destiny, by which the outer circumstances corre- 
spondingly answer to the inner tendency of the mind, and 
by which, in the present case, the fatal power of love, 
which has enslaved Komeo’s whole being, is met by the 
external occasion. 

As regards the characters, no one will deny, that iu 
conception and treatment they entirely correspond with 
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this internal necessity of the tragic action ; the one is the 
direct result of the other. But as it is not iny intention 
to enter very minutely into Sliakspeare’s skill in tlie 
delineation of characters — about which so much has 
already been written, and which is just what can bo 
most easily recognised, except in such cases where the 
correct conception of the characters is difficult, or 
where the understanding of the whole is mainly depen- 
dent upon them — I shall confine myself to some general 
remarks and to brielly defending Shakspeare against the 
unfounded censure which has been cast upon him, less in 
regard to the delineation, than in regard to the choice of 
his characters. Especial offence has been taken, in this 
respect, at the pei*son of the Nurse, at her ccpii vocal stories 
and expressions, her fondness for matcli-making, her 
fickleness and her entire want of cliaracter. I have 
already thrown out some hints as to Ihe importance of the 
comic clement in this person. Schlegel * also has made 
some excellent observations to justify the poet, but these, 
as it seems to me, do not hit the main point. At all events 
they do not decide the question as to why this character — 
even though its truth to life and reality are undcniablo 
— is conceived in this one light and in no other. In my 
opinion this seems to bo a proof of Shakspcjare’s skill in fur- 
nishing a motive for every character, which skill lias often 
been disputed, and certainly is oftini but very gently 
suggested by the poet. This lasciviousness, this delight 
in match-making, this eagerness to let her nurseling tasto 
the pleasures of love as early as possible, this wanloniiess 
in the character of the Nurse — wlio takes the mother’s 
place with Juliet, and has been her constant coinpaniuii 
and attendant from infancy to girlhood — could not have 
remained without its influence ui)on Juliet's nature and the 
formation other character ; it partly, fit all events, accounts 
for her pining, longing for love, tlm impatience and the 
vehemence of the desire which so quickly leads the girl — 
still in the bud of maidenhood — into the arms of the lover, 
ill utter disregard of the considerations due to her parents 
and family. The cliaracter of the Nurse, therefore, at 
the same time, casts a severe reproach upon Juliet’s 
* Kritiken und Charaelerisken. 
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mother — obviously a proud, cold and hard hearted woman 
— who lets the Nurse fill her place, and consequently 
could not possibly have won her daughter’s love and 
confidence. 

Still less can I agree with the objection which supposes 
that Friar Laurence’s undutiful compliance with the 
wishes of the lovers, is wanting in motive, unnatural and 
inconsistent with his character. Would Laurence’s refusal 
have altered or improved the state of affairs? Would it 
have been able to cause the swelling torrent to return to 
its bed ? Would not the passion of the lovers have rather 
taken illegally what was denied them by law ? Laurence 
is portrayed quite in the spirit of the catholic clerg}^; 
as a lather confessor, he is on intimate and familiar terms 
Avith the two lovers, he loves them himself with a paternal 
affection, and because he loves them he Avishes to make 
tliem happ3^ Moreover, his heart is still warm enough to 
understand their glowing passion. This is why he unites 
them in marriage, this is why, after the proposal of Count 
I’aris, ho endear ours to save Juliet from the destructive 
anger of her pai ents ; this is Avhy he does not explain that 
she is already married, Imt recommends her that desperate 
‘ remedy ’ which delivers her over to the grave. He 
knows how to combine practical activity Avith the con- 
templative, pensive life ho leads (as is proved by his 
having occupied himself Avitli the study of medicine); 
moreover, like most catholic priests, ho eAnnees a certain 
disj^osition to have his hands engaged in mundane affairs, 
he cannot resist the thought that by the union of the two 
lovers he may perhaps accomplish the great work of 
bringing about a reconciliation betAveen the hostile 
families. This is also a reason why he enters into Komeo’s 
})lans, and having once taken the first stop, he has neces- 
sarily to imrsue the path he has entered upon. Not only 
the hap]:)iness of the loA^ers, his own interests also, ro- 
(juire that he should seek to save Juliet from despair and 
suicide by the ‘do8])eiate remedy.’ Some critics have 
tliought the good Friar a herald of the poet’s intentions, 
through whose mouth Shakspeare is supposed to inform 
us that his poem is by no means a ‘ hymn of praise,’ a 
' deification ’ of love, but on the contrary, that it is meant, 
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to show US that love is only a ‘ happy intoxication,’ only a 
‘ flower liked for its sweet smell, the poison of which, when 
taken as food, will work fatally upon the heart.* However, 
Friar Laurence is in reality not at all so prosaically wise 
and so good as his eulogisers suppose, he does not deny the 
ideal power and beauty of the lo\ e of Komeo and Juliet, nor 
the ethical rights of their love, otherwise he would not have 
iiiarricd them — an action which directly contradicts his 
supposed disposition — ho docs not blame the passion itself, 
but merely its blind, immoderate vehemence. In Act ii. 3, 
he very distinctly censures Itoinoo for his inconstancy 
to Eosaline, ho calls tin's wavering, a want of strength 
which is worse in man than in woman ; hence, love with 
him is by no means a mere passing ‘ happy intoxication.’ 

The intention, attributed to Shakspeare, is rather to be 
found in the character of (’ount Paris. It has been asked, 
what need is there, at all, for Count Paris and his love affair, 
and more particularly for the fight between him and 
li’omoo ? It is said that his death by the hand of the 
latter is obviously quite superfluous, wanting in motive, 
and as meaningless as a mere sensational scene. In answer 
to this it might at once be said, that nothing is superfluous 
that gives a clearer insight into the character of the prin- 
cii)al hero, and that it must continue to be more fully 
and definitely unfolded thi'oughout all the incidents of the 
action. But the chief reason for the death of the calm, 
cold, prosaic Count lies in his flat, dull and heartless con- 
ception of love, in his purposing to bargain with the 
parents for the beauty and amiability of their daughter — 
without first consulting the inclinations of her heart — in 
consideration of his rank, position and untried virtue. 
I'his is why the divine power of love, as it were, takes its 
revenge upon him ; his manner of loving, therefore, forms 
the organic contrast of Eomeo’s and Juliet’s passion; Lis 
fate is meant to show us that the poet, in represent- 
ing the tragic fate of the great, beautiful and poetic 
passion, had no idea of speaking in behalf of common 
prose. In a similar way 'I’ybalt and Mcrcutio fall, not 
only as the victims to blind party feud, but also in con- 
sequence of their pfisition to the fundamental idea of the 
whole. Mercutio, who does nothing but ridicule love, who 
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fancies himself above it, and despises it as effeminate 
triHing, thereby as much offends tlie divine power of love 
— which, in this drama, represents, as it were, tlie moral 
necessity the power of destiny — as does lybalt the 
quarrelsome, the ‘ furious ’ and the revengeful, who in his 
uncouthness and savageness is incapable of entertaining 
the more tender emotions of the heart, and, accordingly, is 
equally at enmity with the ethical power of love. The 
same, lastly, applies in a still higher degree to the old 
Capulets and Montagues; hence they are even more 
severely punish(jd by the tragic pathos than those who 
pay lor their delusion with their lives. 

homco and Juliet themselves are pre-eminently the 
vessels and instruments of this ruling power, this fatal 
power of lov(% and for the very reason they are the heroes 
of the drama, the bearers of the tragic jiathos. Both arc 
entirely absorbed in the one great, overwhelming passion ; 
this passion not only forms and develops their character 
hut is, as it were, itself their character, its development, 
is their life, their fate. Thus we find Borneo, imme- 
diately on his first appearance, absorbed in sentimental love 
for Bosaline. Ihit this love is, in fact, onlij a sentimental 
fancy, only a desire and longing for love, not love itself; 
in this craving for love, which has complete possession of 
him, which urges and drives him onwards, he has made a 
mistake and taken the first beauty ho mot, not as the 
actual object of his love, but, so to say, as the representa- 
tive, the symbol of the still unknown object of his ardent 
love. In order to give us a vivid picture of this thirst for 
love, this tendency of Eomeo’s whole nature towards being 
a hero in love, to give us an insight into his romantic charac- 
ter — which is a slave to imagination and emotion — and, on 
the other hand, to show us the ditference between mere senti- 
mental love and the true, genuine passion, between play 
and seriousness in love — which are so often confounded — the 
poet at first presents Romeo to us in that almost ludicrous 
form which is ju>tly lidicnled by Mercutio. Rosaline’s 
Romeo is a melancholy, heavy, idle drofimer, wholly ab- 
sorbed in his own frosty reflections on the nature of love, 
wliichare more witty ih ui tme, and who tries to escape 
lioi only from the society of his fellow men but from his own 
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self, so as, in solituclo amid siglis and tears, to "build up 
another world and another SL‘lf. Juliet’s Romeo, on the other 
hand, is a cheerful, lively youth, of a sparkling mind and 
wit, still always reserved, it is true, and jealous of his bliss- 
ful secret, but full of energy and vigour, all sinews on the 
stretch, every beat of his pulses a bold hope, an inspiring 
remembrance; he gives himself up to tlie world and is 
yet raised above it, he has the fulness of existence within his 
own breast and is nevertludess not satislied ; —the coiitra-t 
cannot be greater. The former was the mere shadow of 
Romeo, an unfortunate gambler who has lost himself, an 
erring wanderer in search of his home ; tlie latter is the 
true Romeo, who has found himself again in Juliet, and in 
her love first wins life and existence. For Juliet is Romeo 
in female form. Mrs. Jameson obsen-ves as ingeniously as 
correctly : ‘ All Sh.akspeai e’s women being essentially 
women, either love or have loved, or are cay^able of loving ; 
but Juliet is love itself. The passion is her state of being, 
and out of it she has no existence. It is the soul within 
her soul; the pulse within her heart; the life-blood along 
her veins, blending with every atom of her frame I The 
love that is so chaste and dignified in Portia — so airy 
delicate and fearless in Miranda -so sweetly confiding in 
Perdita — so playfullj fond in Rosalind — so constant in 
Imogen — so devoted in Desdomona — so fervent in Helen 
— so tender in Viola — is each and all of these in Juliet; 
but she reminds us of nothing hut her own sweet self.’ 

In fact, this ‘sweet self’ is wholly love, but Romeo’s self 
also is nothing but love; each finds in the other only itself 
ag.ain. This unity of their inmost natures contains the 
sublime power as well as the ideal beauty of tKeir love ; 
their characters unfold all the Avealth of their inner life 
in this unity, this double existence, and rises step by 
step with the course of the action, from the toying play 
of sentiment, through the manilbld stages of feeling and 
emotion, soaring up to ho sublime heights of tragic 
pathos, ever borne onwards by the waves of a glowing 
passion and an active, youthfully-enthusiastio imagina- 
tion. 

The peculiar colouring which Shakspeare has contrived 
to give his diction corresponds with the character of tho 
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two chief characters, with their lives and destinies, and 
consequently with the substance of the whole represen- 
tation. The language, as it were, clothes the body of the 
drama like the wide-flowing garment of antique statues, 
which does not conceal the beauty of the bodily forms, but 
rather enhances and, as it were, multiplies them. It 
appears especially rich in youthful, flowery imagery, as 
appropriate as it is graceful, peculiarly clastic, pliant and 
melodious, full of lyrical elements, ever rising and swelling, 
and of the greatest vitality ; it is an ethereal body in which 
ail is pulsating, all nerves vibrating, now rocked in a 
smiling landscape bj^ the balmy breezes of southern climes, 
now raised and carried along by the storm of passion and 
tragic pathos. Ihit, inasmuch as the young and beautiful 
spirit of betrothed love pervades the whole, the language 
alw9,ys flows along in the undulating line of beauty ; even 
where the storm enters and the waves rise, they do not 
break in sharp angles, but draw their deep furrows in 
round undulations. 

The whole drama bears this same impress of youthful 
beauty in all its various parts. If ‘ Eomeo and Juliet’ be 
compared with Shakspeare’s earlier dramas, with * Titus 
Andronicus,’ ‘ Henry VI.,’ ‘ Eichard III.,’ which were 
written much about the same time, or with the later great 
tragedies of ‘ King Lear,’ ‘ Othello,’ ‘ Macbeth,’ a striking 
contrast will become manifest. For while in these the 
action and the tragic pathos seem placed in the hands of 
mature men, or of old but vigorous men, in the present 
case the heroes and bearers of the action, Ilomeo and Juliet, 
Tybalt, Mercutio, and (.bunt Paris, are all persons in the 
bloom of youth. And while in the former cases the action, 
in the height of its development, presents us with almost 
nothing but scenes of horror and terror, in the present case 
it gives us nothing but pictures of grace and beauty ; even 
the scene in the sepulchre containing the open coffin of 
the apparently dead Juliet, illuminated by Eomeo’s torch, 
is a picture surrounded by the charm of romantic beauty. 
And while in the former cases the tragic pathos appears 
carried to the climax of the terrible, the overwhelming, 
and the destructive, here it remains within the compass of 
beauty, and rises only up to a feeling of deep, intense 
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sorrow. The lovely picture presented by the two lovers 
even in their death, softens the pain at their tragic end. 
Of all Shakspeare’s tragedies, the one most closely akin to 
‘Borneo and Juliet’ is his ‘Hamlet;’ but even here the 
hideous crime which forms the basis of the play and the 
horrible appearance of the ghost, obscure the ray of sweet 
beauty which is cast over ‘ Borneo and Juliet.’ 

This characteristic feature of beauty, this unison of 
peculiarly intense and tender harmony, which soothes all 
discords and lessens all harshnesses, is shown, lastly, also 
by the composition of the whole, which, in the genuine dra- 
matic work of art naturally results from the choice of the 
characters, from the determination of their position in life, 
and from the development of the action in word and deed. 
For the composition, that is, the form of the artistic work 
which holds all the parts together, is, in fact, nothing but 
the harmonious co-operation of the constituent elements 
of the drama, that is, for developing and bringing into view 
the idea which forms its foundation. Shakspeare, as we 
shall see, is fond of exhibiting his leading thoughts in 
various ways and from different points of view. Thus, in 
the present case also, the fundamental idea is, as it were, 
carried out doubly, once thetically, by the main action in 
the loves of Borneo and Juliet, then antithetically by the 
secondary action, in the love of Count Paris for Juliet; 
directly and indirectly, however, in the characters, deeds 
and fortunes of all the other persons who take part in the 
action. For all, as wo have seen, are placed in a definite 
relation to the tragic power of love which rules the whole, 
and assigns to them their parts, in accordance with their 
position. It is only at the end, at the catastrophe, that 
the idea of the whole bursts, so to speak, out of its envelop- 
ing calyx, and appears in the broad light of day as the 
fruit, the result of the represented action. The conclusion 
of the tragedy is the reconciliation of the tragic conflict, 
the solution of the contradiction into which the elements 
of the moral order of the universe have fallen with one 
another, owing to the weakness and delusion of its bearers. 
Borneo’s and Juliet’s love retains its right, but only in, and 
by death which destroys the selfishness of their desires 
and enjoyment, the one-sidedness and immoderation of 
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their reckless passioD, which injured the rights of others ; 
in death, purified from the dross of earthly existence, they 
assume the glorified form of ideal beauty. Their love 
retains its right, for, in death the lovers are united loith 
the sanction of their parents; the dissolving as well as 
assimilating power of death removes the contradiction 
of their existence, bursts the fetters which the party- 
feud placed around their loves, and melts the icy crust 
which had separated the hearts of the Capulets and 
Montagues ; over their grave the furious party-feud ends 
in reconciliation and even resolvefe itself into love. 

^Jdie fundamental idea of the whole, accordingly, is, we 
may say, tlie young man’s view of life, but reflected 
within tlie tragic conception of the world. With him 
existence still turns entirely u])on the love of his 
betrothed j Iiis young and bold endeavour to open up the 
world for himself, and to conquer a place in it for himself, 
is concentrated in tlie possession of the woman he loves ; 
she, whom his imagination lias endowed with all heaven’s 
gifts, is to him the living unity of all existence, the 
S3unbol, the personification of all bliss ; to possess her, to 
lose her, is to him e(]ui valent to life and death. The form, 
however, in which this love exhibits itself, in which its 
nature is conceived and its pathos passed through, is not 
only the most striking feature of a single character, 
but a pregnant expression of the character of all 
peoples and periods of civilization. Komeo’s and Juliet’s 
Inve is the poetic reflection of that conception which 
was peculiar to the spirit of modern Europe, more 
especially to the spirit which prevailed in Germany 
during the Middle Ages; it is the romantic form, the 
romantic idea of love. This sublime self-will, which 
risks all life for its union with the one individual, 
as if there existed nothing else in the world that 
was great, beautiful and amiable, is expressed in that 
boundless dignity and significance, which the modern 
view uf life — in contrast to anti<]uity — attributes to Uio 
individual person, to man in his individuality. To exhibit 
the truth and everlastingness of this conception in tragic 
conflict with the weakness, one-sidedness and narrowness 
of human nature, but also in its tiagic victory over all 
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adverse and hostile forces, this is the true meaning, the 
ideal character of this tragedy of Shakspearo’s, which is 
acknowledged to bo ono of the greatest masterpieces of 
dramatic art. 

In conclusion let me add a few remarks in regard to the 
closing scene of the drama. It has been objected to, and 
sometimes altered or omitted, because it was supposed that 
Shakspeare had there offended the laws of dramatic art, inas- 
much as, instead of directly closing with the death of the 
lovers, he added a superfluous scene of explanation and 
enquiry which weakened the tragic impression. But is 
tJie scene merely one of exjdanation and enquiry? Has 
the tragedy no other object than of shaking the nerves of 
the spectators out of their ordinary state of lassitude, by 
scones of murder and suicide? Would not the death of 
beauty, greatness and nobility leave the impression of a 
revolting murder, did it not, at the same time, express a 
soothing, elevating solace? And this solace, which is an 
element in the conception of tragic pathos — inasmuch as it 
also portrays human greatness and beauty in its purifi- 
cation, and hence in its true, ideal reality — sounds forth 
from this closing scene in the soft harmony of a calm, 
intense sadness, a harmony in which all harshness is re- 
solved into sweet sound. The lovers have fallen victims 
to the hostile powers i of tlieir earthly existence, which 
check and combat all ideals ; powers which oppose their 
union, partly from wilhin, partly from without. But 
their love rises from the tomb pure and golden — like 
the Phoenix from its ashes— not only to obtain a happier 
existence in another world, but also to continue to live 
in this, and to prove its divine power in its victory over 
the grim hate which opposed it. No more significant, 
more exalting or more affecting funeral elegy can 
bo conceived, than is here presented to the lovers — the 
victims of a high, noble and ideal striving — by the 
beautiful, deeply poetical drama. 
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CHAPTEE II. 

Othef.lo. 

* Othello ’ has always appeared to mo to be the most fearful 
of all Shakspeare’s tragedies. My sympathies are as much 
attracted as repelled by it ; the feeling excited in me is much 
the same as that excited by persons who possess irresistible 
attractions owing to the power and superiority of their 
minds, but arc nevertheless decidedly repulsive, owing to 
the severity, harshness and abruptness of their character. 
Whenever I road the play, it invariably calls forth a whirl 
of conflicting feelings and thoughts, and it is only some 
time afterwards, and by degrees that this deep agitation 
is followed by the tragic liberation and elevation of the 
soul, a feeling which is otherwise usually called forth 
directly by Shakspeare’s tragedies. The reason of this I 
can discover only in the fact that, in ‘ Othello ’ the harsh- 
ness of the death of human beauty and greatness main- 
tains a decided predominance over what is soothing and 
conciliatory, whereas the latter ought likewise to be an 
essential element of tragedy. At all events, the shrill 
discords which, in this present case, appear to be heaped 
one upon the other, are not (as in the closing scene of 
‘Eomeo and Juliet’) resolved into a pleasing and elevating 
harmony, but only find their reconciliation indirectly, 
by thoughtful reflection and by comprehending all the 
several incidents in the idea upon which the drama is 
based. If this be the case and if my feeling has not deceived 
me, it would imply a want of tragic development and 
completion, and accordingly this drama— which English- 
men generally consider the greatest, on account of the 
simple and very clear motives in its construction — would 
have to be considered inferior to others of Shakspeare’a 
tragedies. 

In order to obtain a clear insight into this matter, in 
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order to comprehend the intention of the poet, the tragic 
pathos in Othello’s fate, and thereby the natuie of the 
tragedy, it is above all things important to understand 
Othello’s character. For tragedy is distinguished from 
comedy, also by the fact that the tragic pathos, the suffer- 
ing and death of the hero, must arise out of the character, 
the powers and disposition, the passions and impulses of 
the hero, even though with the aid of external circum- 
stances; in comedy, it is the very reverse, the play of 
chance and the complications of external circumstances 
unfold their whole power, and generally lead to results 
entirely different to what the dramatic personages, accord- 
ing to their characters, tendency, and sentiments, had 
intended. 

First of all Othello is a born warrior, a genpral^ 
a military genius; this is the peculiar gift by which 
he is pre-eminently distinguished. This fact the poet 
has so often and so repeatedly set forth, that great 
stress seems obviously to have been placed upon it; 
and indeed it contains the main clue for comprehending 
the whole tragedy. For as a warrior par excellence, 
Othello is not merely ambitious in the common sense 
of the word, honour rather necessarily and pre-eminently 
forms the basis of his personal existence, the condition 
by which alone ho can fulfil his natural destiny, and 
satisfy the thirst of his genius for performing heroic 
deeds and enduring heroic sufferings. Pedantic moralists, 
who would like to see their self-made laws imposed as 
oracles on human life, have indeed often enough main- 
tained that honour is a moro phantom, a delusive posses- 
sion of error and sin, upon which the moral man ought 
to turn his back. Honour, certainly, is this imaginary 
phantom when, in place of being employed as a means, it 
is made the absolute aim and end. In this case the 
person is not honour-loving but honour-seeking, and 
between the Iwe of honour and the thirst for honour thei e 
is a very wide difference. The latter is the creature 
of sin, the perversion of a moral virtue into evil and 
ruin. The love of honour, however, is one and the 
same thing as a genuine moral sentiment, becoming in 
a man, and is combined with the duty to love one’s neigh- 
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Lour as oneself, therefore to devote one’s energies and 
powers, doings and strivings to the welfare of humanity. 
For were there no honour among men, were there ne 
external esteem, such as is due to every good member of 
human society, the sinews of man’s energy would he cut 
asunder. Man, when standing by himself, is incapable, 
powerless ; he can act only if others accept his doings and 
strivings, if, in esteem for his sentiments and his honest in- 
tentions, they co-operate with him. Honour is the indis- 
pensable bond between man’s enterprise and the sphere of 
its activity. 1 lerein, the love of honour has its moral justi- 
fication, this is wliy dishonour, the want of all feeling of 
honour, is a moral disgrace. This is why Othello, when be- 
lieving his honour to be destroyed, justly exclaims (iii. 3) ; 

“ Fiirewcll the plumed troops, and the big wars, 

That niuko ambition virtue I 0, farewell ! 

Farewell tlic neighing atecd, and the shrill trump, 

The spirit-stirring dium, the ear-piercing fife, 

The royal banner; and all quality, 

Pride, pomp, and circuuistance of glorious war I 
Farewell ! Othello’s occupation’s gone I ” 

With the loss of liis honour, his activity is destroyed, his 
strength broken. Hut Othello is not only honour-loving, 
])is love of honour by becoming a passion, is also mixed 
with a thirst for honour. Tho former is indeed the 
determinating principle of his resolves and actions; ho 
is indeed aware that its mimic, the thirst for honour, is 
no virtue, that Avar alone could make it this, i.e., give it 
tho appearance, the semblance of true honour. But even 
this mere semblance he will not have taken from him; 
his lovo of honour is clouded by a thirst for honour, his 
self-sacrificing activity for tho general welfare is mixed 
with tho desire for fame, with the s(dfishness of passion. 
Hence the restlessness, tho vehemence, the violent mental 
agitation which takes pjosscssion of him at the first, 
faintest suspicion of Hesdemona’s infidelity, at the mere 
thought of his honour h Jng aifected. 

Othello, however, not only possesses the virtues hut 
the faults of a warrior. Wc are at once aware that from 
his seventh year ho has associated only with soldiers, that 
war has been his instructor, and tho camp his school. In 
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accordance with this he is cool and discreet. lago saj^s of 
him (iii. 4): 

“ I have seen the cannon, 

When it hath blown his ranks into the air; 

And, like the devil, from his very arm 
Puff’d his own brother And can he bo angry ? 

Something of moment, then : I will go meet him ; 

There’s matter in’t indeed, if he be angry.” 

This praise is no doubt honestly meant. Othello could 
not bo the great general he is acknowledged to be, 
without that imperturbable calmness and firmness of 
character, that presence of mind which is but a form of 
self-control, and without which it is impossible to have 
control over others, over the endless variety of incalculable 
accidents, fluctuations of time and incidents of war, in 
other words, without which it is impossible to possess the 
knowledge and the tact of a general. But, as lago also 
intimates, it is only in danger that he is cold-blooded. 
Without this lever to his equilibrium ho is not only 
severe, rough, and hasty, but also at times passionate 
and violent. He shows himself to be so, in his conduct 
towards the intoxicated Cassio, which forms the beginning 
of the whole catastrophe. 

But Othello is not only a warrior, ho is also a man. 
Amid the storms of war, amid the thunder of guns, amid 
hatred and strife, and love of slaughter, he has preserved 
the more tender and nobler feelings which alone make 
a man, he has preserved a frank, loving heart which does 
not ask for actions and merits, but for kindliness of dis- 
position and sentiment. He is capable of loving in the 
fullest and highest sense of the word, he is capable of 
admiring not only beauty of soul, grace, amiability and 
nobleness of mind, but has also a desire lovingly and long- 
ingly to make them his own. This is unmistakable in his 
relation to Desdemona ; his love for her is of the purest 
and noblest kind, genuine manly love, centred in the 
inmost nature and true worth of the beloved object, in 
the imperishable beauty of her true womanliness. He is, 
indeed, by no means blind to the personal charms of 
Desdemona, but this external beauty alone would not 
have won him, it might rather have repelled him in his 

VOL. I, 2d 
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courtship, for he is aware how little of it he himself has 
to put in the scales. Desdeinona herself, therefore, has, 
as it were, to challenge his lieart, she has to make the 
lirst advance, (^nly when lie sees that it is not his 
exterior, but his inmost nature that has made an im- 
pression upon her heart — in her true womanliness of 
mind, being indidereiit to his outward appearance, and 
(jajiable of api)rooiating the true value of the man — it is, 
tlien only, tliat he gives himself up to her in all the 
fervour and fire of uninijiaired manhood. Nay, this lire 
even rises above the flames of his ambition, and outshines 
the bright rays of his heroism, llis are not mere words, 
it is genuine, deep feeling when-— in the greatest misery 
at the supposed certainty of Desdemona’s infidelity, — he 
calls out almost in madness (iv. 2) : 

“ Had it plcnsVl heaven 
Tn try me with alilietion ; liad be rain’d 
All kind of sores, and shames, on my bare head ; 

Stec'p’d me in poverty to the very lips ; 

Given to eai)tivity me ami my utmost hopes, 

I sliouhl have found in some place of my soul 
A drop of patience : but, alas ! to make me 
Tbe tixed ti<^ure for the time of scorn 
To point his slow and moving finger at, — 

'^et could I boar that too ; well, very well : 

But there whore I have garner’d up my heart : 

Where either I must live, or bear no life; 

The fountain from the wliicli my current runs, 

Or else dries uj) ; to Ih) discarded tlience I 
Or keep it as a cistern, for foul toads 
To knot and gender in ! Turn thy complexion there, 
Patience, thou young an«l rose-lipp’d cherubin ! 

Ay, there, look grim as hell ! ” 

As Othello, hero, places love far above fame and honour, 
so lie carries his loving disposition, his sensitive heart into 
llis work and the fulfllmciit of his duties. Cassio is not 
merely his siibordinato, but his friend, and even while 
enraged at his misdemeanour, while ordering his punish- 
ment, he assures him of his love, of his continued friend- 
ship. Nay, lago’s complaint of Cassio’s having been pre- 
huTcd to him, docs not seem altogether unfounded. At 
least llis assertion (i. 1) that Cassio is a mere ‘countcr- 
e-asto)' ’ who ‘ never set a squadron in the field, nor tho 
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division of a battle knows more than a spinster,' is nowhoro 
contradicted. Even though the envy which comes from 
lago’s lips may have exaggerated his want of merit and 
its j)ractieal proof, still Cassio’s being appointed lieutenant 
in preference to him, most distinctly shows the power 
which personal love and esteem have exercised over 
Othello’s will, and is set forth as a fundamental feature'- 
of his character. And he who knows how to love is also 
truly worthy of love. Although Othello does not possess 
any external grace, still his inner nature is nevertheless 
described as thoroughly noble, fnink and open ; he gives 
liimself up to his love without the hjast suspicion : hence 
he is an amiable character. Where the malicious, hateful 
lago is speaking in soliloquy, ho will, no doubt, be accepted 
as a trustworthy witness ; for notwithstanding his utter 
worthlessness, he is a keen, acute judge of human character. 
And it is lago himself who says of Othello (i. 3) : 

“ The Moor is of a free niul open nature, 

That thinks men honest that but seem to be so.” 

Ard in another passage (ii. 1) : 

“ The Moor — howbeit that I endure him not — 

Is of a aonjitunf loviiuj^ nohle nature ; 

And, I dare think, he’ll prove to Dosdemona 
A most dear husland.” 

This simple and incontrovertible testimony, coming as it 
does from the heart of his bitteri'st enemy, must silenco 
fivery unfavourable view that s 2 >eaks ill of Othello’s 
character. 

But Othello is not merely a soldier, not merely a mtiii 
in the better sense of the word, lie has yet another charac- 
teristic peculiarity, ho is a Moor. The extreuiely violent, 
passionate temperament of the negroes is a well-known fact, 
and it is equally well known that, to overcome tiie natiiro 
of one’s temperament is the most dithoiilt task set by mural 
law ; to subdue it comjjkteli/ is absolutely impossible, lly 
tills, however, wo do not wish to maintain it to bo an impos- 
sibility that a negro cannot, at the bame time, be a truly 
Coble and morally great man ; examples of genuine nubility 
of mind, of sublime self-control, and the ])()ssil)iH ty of 
bocoming leconeiled to, and even loving an enemy, are not 
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of luifreqiient occurrence even among slaves. In Othello 
also this heat of blood, this glow of passion is innate. Othello 
also— whose character occupies morally so high a position, 
whose mind has so great a strength of will and is so highly 
gifted— has doubtless had to fight and struggle hard to 
ovetcome his natural temperament, his innate weaknesses. 
That he has succeeded to a very great extent is proved by 
lago’s words, as well as by the high and general esteem in 
which he is held by the Ooge and Senate of Venice, by the 
people of Cyprus and by all his military associates, not only 
on account of his genius as a commander, but on account of 
his virtue ; this is repeatedly insisted upon by the poet (for 
instance, in Acts i. 1 ; ii. 1 ; iv. 1). And yet he is by no 
means perfect master of his Moorish nature. The power 
of his self-control would have sufficed to have resisted any 
individual misfortunes, had they been ever so heavy ; it is 
no over-estimation of himself when, in the already-quoted 
passage he says, that ho should have found ‘a drop of 
patience ’ in his soul for the deepest misery, and have even 
borne the ri;iin of his honour, and scorn, and disgrace. But 
when the whole of his inmost being, when the deepest 
foundation of his existence, when the basis of his character 
is shaken, then his self-control breaks down also, and from 
its ruins there bursts forth the unfettered passionateness 
and destructive violence of his Moorish nature. 

And yet it is a singular mistake when A. W. Schlegel, 
and with him most critics, wish us to see in Othello only 
the Moor who, because a Moor, has unavoidably fallen into 
the blind passionateness, the jealousy and the thirst for 
revenge peculiar to his race ; it is also a singular mistake 
that they make the brutal ferocity of the common negro 
the essence of Othello’s character, and degrade his virtues 
into mere artificial habits, more empty appearances. This 
view is opposed not only to those express and valid testi- 
monies which the poet has put into lago’s mouth, but at 
once destroys the tragic pathos of the tragedy. Or, are 
we to regard it as tragic that the Moor invariably remains 
the Moor, branded with Cain’s mark on his forehead, 
despised and rejected, because he is not and never can be a 
white man? Are we to conceive it as tragic that a wild 
beaet, hitherto controlled externally and freed from its 
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bonds by malice and carelessness, should, in blind fury, teaT 
friend and foe and finally himself to pieces ? Verily such 
a predestination and its malice might produce horror and 
disgust, but never tragic pity, or that tragic fear and purifi- 
cation of the mind, which, since the days of Aristotle, have 
been acknowledged to be the aim and objeet of tragedy.* If 
Othello, in place of precipitating from a really high state 
of human virtue and greatness of soul, had from the begin- 
ning been a common negro, from whoso hidden coarseness 
and ferocity the mask of virtue had been torn in the 
development of the catastrophe, then the tragedy would be 
devoid of all foundation, the whole construction of the edifice 
would be tom from its very base. Desdemona would be an 
ordinary, immature girl who had allowed herself to be 
deceived by a hypocrite, a braggardof virtue ; lago would 
be the only one who saw things clearly, he alone would be 
in the right, and we should have to thank him that, through 
his worthless artifices, he had brought to light the true 
nature of the beast. The Senate of Venice, Cassio, and all 
the others — in their esteem for Othello — would be deluded 
fools ! 

Schlegel may have thought that Shakspeare made his 
hero a Moor, or retained his Moorish extraction — in accord- 
ance with the novel of Giraldi Cinthio, from which he 
probably took his subject— only in order by this means to 
explain Othello’s mode of action, his blind jealousy and 
vindictiveness, and to make the action proceed from the 
innate nature and thus from the hero’s own individuality. 
But even granted that jealousy and vindictiveness are 
among the original fundamental features of Othello’s cha- 
racter — which in truth is not the case— still there was 
no need of Moorish extraction to have these qualities of 
mind as motives. Even at the present day there are 
plenty of Italians who, under similar circumstances, 
would act precisely like Othello. Shakspeare’s artistic 
motives have a deeper root, and lie in the inmost nature 
of his art itself. His object is not merely to justify 
Othello’s Moorish ferocity and rage — which in truth he 
nowhere displays — the poet’s chief reason for placing 
his African origin prominently forward, is to exhibit his 
moral greatness in its most glorious light. Othello, beforo 
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he could attain to the eminent stage of human virtue 
wliich he occupies, had to overcome, not only his general 
weakness and general proneness to evil, but in addition, 
the violence of his temperament, the passionateness of 
Ids race. Ilis having succeeded in this, shows the emi- 
nent power of his mind and will, and this again explains 
liow it is that, in spite of the stain of his birth, he has 
been able to obtain sucli great authority in Venice. And 
this heroic greatness, wliich is not merely warlike and 
based upon innate talent, but a truly moral greatness as 
well, makes his fall all the more tragic. The nobler the 
hero, the Idgher his ])Osition, the more deeply are we 
alfected by his fall, whereas the downfall of wickedness 
and vice, of coarse vulgarity or even of brutal rage and 
forocity, leaves us in a state of indifference. But in addi- 
tion to this, Desdeinona’s character, also, only receives its 
true significance through the fact that, in spite of Othello's 
repulsive ugliness, in s})ite of the contempt attaching to 
Ids race, she nevertheless ]-ccognises his high inner worth, 
and is able to love hii]i warmly and deejdy. On the other 
hand, she cannot l)e regarded as altogether innocent of 
the terrible fate that befalls her; its tragic character 
AV()uld offend our moral feelings, and thus destroy tho 
ti’agic imjm^ssion ^vci e it so tenibly to contradict the so- 
called ])oetical, that is, the ideal justice, which indeed is 
ol'ten dilficult to recognise, but wldch, in fiict, is an inde- 
structible desire and necessity in our ethical nature. Des- 
demona’s principal fault, however, consists in her having 
deceived lier nobh^, aftbetionate father, and married tho 
man she loves, against his knowledge and consent. And 
this choice of hers — Avhich is in perfect accordance with 
her character and is otherwise so fully justified— her 
father, owing to his (jwn esteem for Othello, can again dis- 
a])provc of only on account of his African origin. Lastly, 
lago’s whole plan, which he himself often enough declares 
is supported by the double supposition that, on the one 
hand, in face of such an incongruity of outward grace and 
amiability, no marriage could for long hold good, and that, 
on the other, Othello himself, owing to this very considera- 
tion, would the more readily be made suspicious. Thus 
we oOO Othello’s very Moorish origin is so deeply inter- 
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woven with the chief motives of the whole tragic develop- 
ment, that criticism is in no need of any untrue imputa- 
tions to find profound artistic wisdom in this circumstance, 
which, on the one hand, appears striking, and on the othoi-, 
a matter of indifference. 

But, in fact, it is not only untrue that Othello’s 
bloody deeds are sujijiosed to be the bursting forth of 
his common nature, of his innate brutal ferocity, even 
the accusation of the blind jealousy and vindictiveness 
which are laid to his charge, is a thoroughly .fiilse im- 
putation. For we all can claim the name of morality only 
according to the self control we possess over our natural 
desires, emotions and jiassions. We all bear within us 
the germs of vindictiveness, of jealousy and of ambition ; 
there is no vice in this world to which each one of us has 
not some natural predisposition. But, even in this the 
Moor Othello is completely like most of us, inasmuch 
as his virtue cannot withstand formidable temptation, 
that he loses his self-control when all the props of his 
existence — at least of his consciousness — have broken 
down. He differs from us only in so far as in his 
downfall there buists forth a more hasty, more violent 
and mightier passion than usually belongs to the northern 
nature of the Englishman or (lermaii. For this very 
reason he is pre-eminently suited for a tragic hero. 
However, that jealousy is not actually j^art of liis nature, 
not one of the fundamental features of his character, that 
in truth he possesses only as much of it as all men, is 
attested not only by lago’s already cpioted praise of his 
‘free and open nature ’ — which plainly absolves him from 
any tendency to suspicion, the ju’esuppositioii of jealousy — 
it is corroborated not only by his own testimony (iii. 3), 
not only by the words spoken in face of his voluntary 
death and attested by it (v. 2) : 

“ Speak of me as I am ; nothing extenuate. 

Nor set down aiiglit in malice: tlieii mn»t you speak 
Of one that lov’d not wisely, hut too well ; 

Of one, not easily jealous, but, being wrought,” etc. 

but is above all proved by his own conduct. If Shak- 
Bpeare had wished to make jealousy the centre of his 
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character, why does Othello nowhere give utterance to it, 
before he is excited and spurred on to it by lago? Not a 
word of anxiety, of uneasiness, or of suspicion passes his 
lips, not a thought of the possibility of Desdemona’s in- 
fidelity is in liis heart. Even lago’s assertions are, by no 
means, trusted at once, Othello demands proofs, striking, 
irresistible proofs. It is only when he thinks that he has 
the evidence clearly in his hands, that there first springs 
forth that jealousy which had hitherto existed but as a 
germ ; being, however, matured by his hot blood, by his 
excitable feelings and the glowing power of his imagina- 
tion, it spreads like wild-fire. But even these proofs are not 
uncertain, equivocal testimonies and turned into proofs by 
more suspicion ;—I should like to see the man — in Italy, in 
the wealthiest commercial city of the world, and at a time 
of the corruption of female beauty such as is described 
by lago (iii. Ji, and ii. 1), and reflected in Emilia’s loose 
talk (iv. 3) — as cleverly and cunningly belied by a friend 
and military comrade (whom all the world considers a 
man of honour) and seeing the token of his love in the 
hand^ of a young, handsome,- amiable man, and whose 
doubts, moreover, are strengthened by the warm interest 
of his wife in her supposed lover, who would not become 
suspicious, and give an ear to the whisperings of the 
demon of jealousy ! In fact, the man who would not find 
this to be an adequate proof of infidelity would have, in 
Arcadian simplicity, to consider women angels. But the 
man who has reasons for being jealous, is himself not 
actually jealous. The nature of the passion consists rather 
in the fact that it invariably seeks for something where 
nothing is to be found. The passion of pain and anger 
about actual infidelity is as justifiable as that excited by 
any other moral offence committed by the one we love. 
Nevertheless Othello’s pain and rage have externally the 
appearance of jealousy, partly on account of the unusual 
vehemence with which he expresses himself, partly because 
the proofs are, as yet, proofs only for him^ in reality no 
proofs, or because it is his misfortune to be inexpressibly 
belied and deceived. Hence, taken objectively he does 
certainly appear jealous, but in himself, subjectively 
is nO‘>. 
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It is much the same as regards Othello’s vindictiveness. 
In the first place it is again lago who testifies to his 
being of a ‘ loving, noble nature.’ Now a noble loving 
person cannot possibly be revengeful, that is, the spirit 
of revenge, like all other weaknesses, may indeed lie 
in his nature as a germ, but it cannot be one of his 
characteristic peculiarities, nor one of the fundamental 
features, and fundamental motives of his character ; this 
would diametrically contradict- the love and nobility of 
his mind. In the second place, how forbearing and 
conciliatory (i. 2) Othello is to Brabantio ! Although the 
latter heaps upon him the severest and most unjust abuse, 
yet Othello answers him with gentleness and respect. In 
like manner he bears the mortification of his recall from 
Cyprus with calmness and resignation.* In both cases 
we rather perceive a manly pride, a noble dignity such 
as is usually coupled with true greatness, which, being 
conscious of its own worth, overlooks unjust abuse; no- 
where do we find a trace of all the signs which testify 
to the risings of a revengeful spirit. Hence the seed of 
revenge also, shoots forth in his breast only after he is 
completely estranged from himself. Love and honour 
were the very foundations of his life. In Besdemona he 
had found his own inmost self ; in believing her lost, he 
loses himself, her infidelity makes him untrue to himself. 
Very just therefore is Besdemona’s lament (iii. 4) : 

“ My lord is not my lord ; nor should I know him 
Were he in favour, as in humour, alter’d.” 

Very just is Lodovico’s astonished enquiry (iv. 1) : 

“ Is this the noble Moor whom our full senate 
Call all-in-all suflSoiont? — Is this the nature 
Whom passion could not shaM whose solid virtue 
The shot of accident^ nor dart of chance^ 

Could neither graze nor pierce ? ” 


* This recall, a very subordinate and secondary incident in the action, 
^oes certainly appear ‘ unmotived,* but princes, doges and senates are, 
in fact, in the habit of occasionally acting without a motive, that is, 
arbitrarily. Desderaona’s exclamation ‘ Trust mo, I’m glad on’t,’ which 
escapes her on hearing the news, is by no means ‘ unmotived * or un- 
natural ; it is rather very natural that she is not happy in Cyprus and 
tliat she longs for Venice, where she hopes that Othello may recover 
his health, when away from his present position and surroundings. 
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Very justly docs he, in the end, say of himself (v. 2) : 
“ That’s he that was Othello ; here I am.” 


In fact, he has become an entirely different man, he no 
longer is Othello. But, as the poet most emphatically 
states, this change is not — as Schlegel puts it — a relapse 
into his own brutal nature, but the destruction of his 
truly noble nature, the collapse of the glorious edifice into 
a desolate ruin ‘for foul toads to knot and gender in.' 
Accordingly the just pain and rage which rouses his whole 
nature, his ardent feelings, and excited imagination into a 
violent state of passion, is certainly mixed with a feeling 
of revenge ; hut still his revenge has even a nobler motive 
than mere delight in the sufferings and ruin of its victim. 

It is only when he supposes that love is lost to him, 
when ho supposes himself betrayed by his wife and friend, 
when ho is desolate and unable to love any other being, it 
is then only that, with the blind despair of a shipwrecked 
man, he clutches hold of the last possession ho has kept 
afloat, his solo remaining property — honour ; this, at least, 
he intends to save for himself. His honour, as ho thinks, 
demands the sacrifice of the lives of Desdemona and Cassio. 


Tho ideas of honour in those days, especially in Italy, 
inevitably required tho death of the faithless wife as well 
as the death of the adulterer. Othollo, therefore, regards 
it as his duty to comply with these ideas, and accordingly, 
it is certaiTily no lie when, in act v. 2, he calls himself ‘an 
honourable murderer,’ doing ‘ naught in hate, but all in 
honour.’ In fact, if Hesdemona and Cassio had really 
committed the crime, his revenge would, from his point of 
view, have been regarded only as just and necessary to 
save his honour ; consequently ho cannot be called 
revengeful in the sense of thirsting for revenge. Even in 
regard to this point, therefore, it may be said: for us, 
taken objectively, he certainly does appear revengeful; 
in himself, subjectively, he is not. At least, revenge is 


as little the actual motive of his actions as jealousy. 
This is self-evident {rom the external way in which ho 
takes k\s Te\ewy;e. Comwvo'iv lot 

victim, of mldinir to itH 
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toHcliing, on tho other hand, is Othello’s appeal to 
Desdemona to pray and to confess her sins to heaven, so 
that he may not kill her soul with her body ! Here, at the 
moment of the most intense excitement, in the desperate 
mood of a murderer, his love still breaks fortli, and we 
again see the indestructible nobility of his soul.* 

Once more ; Schlegel’s misunderstanding is inconceiv- 
able, and can only have arisen from the fact that the 
poet’s intention completely escaped him. It is all the 
more inconceivable, for it is as clear as can be that all 
the accusations which he casts upon Othello’s character do 
not apply to him but to lago, and that it was I ago himself 
who — according to Shakspearo’s evident intention — was to 
form the diametrical contrast and to be the foil to Othello’s 
heroic character. lago is jealous in the commonest sense 
of the word ; for his suspicion as to the tidclity of his wife 
is pure imagination ; he himself has his doubts about i^.*, 
his keen sense shows him how untrue arc his mere suppo- 
sitions ; but his heart clings to them, for iiniato predis- 
position to evil will not let itself be controlled by mere dis- 
cernment. Further, he is revengeful, fearfully revengeful. 
For upon mere suspicion, and because — through Othello’s 
interest — Cassio has been made lieutenant in preference 
to himself, he persecutes both to the very death, and 
rejoices at the heartrending misery he causes. Ho — 

although a complete stranger to the true sense of honour — 
is greedy of honour, ambitious in the worst sense of tho 
word. To him, honour is that mere semblance, that vain 
phantom of conceited fools, which he heartily despises, but 
which he pursues because it is a means of satisfying his 
further desires, of helping him to obtain power and 
wealth, and dominion over men, and bec^auso he requires 
occuf nation with external objects in order to avoid com- 
munion with himself. Further, his is a common brutal 
nature which hides its coarseness and ferocity only so long 
as circumstances require it, and the dissimulation of his 
own intentions demands, which, however bursts forth in a 
foarful manner as soon as fortune turns her back upon him. 
is distinctly seen hy tho self-destructive rage in 

* My mtorprctfttion of OtUoUo’« vlianxetcr is portoi tly to Y*y 

Jlobler (Au/adtze iiher Slutkspearef Beni, 1805, p. 20 u.); in ali 

poiuta also by Gerviuus. 
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which he stabs his own wife. This act has, it is true, been 
declared wanting in motive, and opposed to lago’s charactet 
— considering his otherwise so cold and collected nature, 
which always possesses control over self, always calcu- 
lates between cause and effect — but, such critics, in their 
realistic blindness, and abiding only with what is palpable, 
have overlooked the fact that a hate and thirst for re- 
venge, such as burned in lago’s breast, is only explicable, 
can only arise from a very high degree of passionate de- 
sire and passionate excitability ; they have also overlooked 
the fact that lago— convicted by Emilia’s testimony, 
not indeed of the perpetrated crime, but yet of the most 
infamous lies and intrigues — has not only to expect 
punishment, but (which affects him more) that his position, 
liis military career and its ambitious object (to obtain 
Othello’s place), all his hopes and plans, all that made life of 
any value to him, are ruined at one blow, by his own wife. 
This he sees at a glance ; this affects the very source of his 
will and actions, his passionate thirst of revenge; this 
shakes his self-control, which had its support only in the 
pursuit of the plans and projects which ever floated before 
his imagination. When these are completely destroyed, 
his self-control breaks down also ; he no longer considers 
it worth his trouble to master his feelings, and therefore 
gives free reins to his rage and spirit of revenge. Accord- 
ingly, it is lago, and not Othello, that is the whitewashed, 
virtuous hypocrite, whoso morality is but a semblance 
and an aping, the mere artificial production of his calcu- 
lating wickedness. In every respect the very reverse of 
Othello, reserved, cautious, spiteful, vulgarly egotistical, 
without a spark of true nobility of mind, he resembles him 
only in energy of character, in martial courage, in firmness 
and consistency of will. It is these few good qualities, 
together with his art of dissembling, which have formed 
the intimate bond subsisting between him and Othello, and 
which the poet has, as it were, conferred upon him to 
counterbalance the more devilish than human wickedness 
of his nature. There is also (as Gervinus ingeniously 
observes) a faint stirring of his indeed completely sup- 
pressed, but not yet dead conscience, in the fact that ho 
betrays an involuntary inclination to make out that he 
has justifiable reasons for his actions, and that his calum- 
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nies were not mere inventions, but attested by actual sins 
perpetrated in secret by the persons in question. Never- 
theless it is a fault of the drama, even though an excusable 
one, that the conspicuous worthlessness of this character is 
not sufficiently motived. Such unheard of wickedness, far 
surpassing the ordinary human standard, ought in some 
way to be explained by the history of the individual, by 
special circumstances, by the general character of the 
times. Otherwise the moral abhorrence prevails over the 
ever vivid appearance of the psychological truth of the 
character ; one is inclined to doubt whether such a man 
ever existed or could exist, and this consequently also 
throws a doubt upon the inner possibility of Othello’s 
terrible fate, and this doubt, again, necessarily disturbs 
the impression of the tragedy. 

We have a similar but less striking contrast in the two 
female characters. Desdemona is one of those graceful 
figures of Shakspeare’s who is sketched in a few light and 
fine touches, as her nature demands, but, nevertheless, irre- 
sistibly wins all hearts. Desdemona lives entirely in the 
feeling of love and in its ideal view of life ; the present 
vanishes from her in the dream of a future in which all 
mankind are as they should be, in which every germ is 
destined to blossom and bear fruit, and everything good 
is to arise from its stunted existence into perfect reality. 
All things appear to her, as it wore, glorified in the rosy 
light of true, even though but internal goodness and 
keauty, for she looks at all things with the eyes of love. 
Accordingly she is as unsuspicious, as confidingly devoted, 
as easy to deceive as Othello. Her love, however, is 
less a passion, than deep, intense feeling ; it is not the 
loving youthful enthusiasm which so often finds itself 
deceived, hers is pure, genuine gold, lying in the deepest 
foundation of her own character, as well as in the inmost 
nature of her beloved. This is manifest, as already 
intimated, in the first place and above all in her choice 
of a husband, who, like Othello, is not only a Moor, not 
only externally ugly, but also without tho brightness of 
youth, without the arts of gallantry, without refinement 
of manners and grace of speech, and that she can find all 
this counterbalanced by the worth of his character, his 
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heroic genius and his moral greatness. In order to throw 
the fullest light upon Desdemona’s choice — this love, which 
forms the centre of her character and the basis of the 
whole tragedy, and which is by no means, as has been 
most unreasonably supposed, founded merely upon her 
sensitive imagination, excited by Othello’s account of his 
doings and adventures— the poet, in the character of bode- 
rigo, gives us a rival to the favoured Moor. Desdemona 
is not only extremely amiable, talented, beautiful and of 
high birth, but she is also courted by a young, noble 
Venetian, who loves her to distraction, and whoso faults 
and transgressions, as it seems, arise only out of his blind 
passion for her -mere imagination would not bo able to 
hold its own against such tempting reality. And yet she 
chooses the Moor —nay, she chooses him not only by 
refusing every other oiler, not only in direct contrast to 
the manner of ordinary girls, who allow themselves to 
be deceived by external appearances and vain glitter, not 
only in contradiction to the general contempt which rests 
upon Othello’s origin, but even against the knowledge 
and consent of her own father. 

This circumstance is one of great importance, for it not 
only first gives JJesdemona’s character its true significance, 
but it is the foundation of the tragic pathos which 
pervades the whole drama. Like Komeo and Juliet, 
Othello and especially Desdemona, have transgressed 
against the inviolable right of family, against the paternal 
authority from whose will the child cannot sever itself, 
without at the same time severing itself from the protect- 
ing bond of morality. Hence both are wrong, but arc 
wrong only in so far as they are right. For, on the other 
hand, D(5sdemona’slovo is thoroughly of a moral character, 
her choice thorouglily justified, because it not only per- 
fectly agrees with her own inmost nature, but also with 
all the demands of moral law ; for moral law demands us 
to choose not according to the blind lusts of the heart and 
the charms of the senses, but according to what is true and 
eternal, that is, according to the moral worth of the person. 
Desdemona’s love, therefore, has as much right towards its 
defender as towards its accuser ; the right is violated by the 
right, is in contradiction with itself. Such collisions are 
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manure to the soil upon which tragedy thrives ; characters, 
which have to live through and to solve this inward contra- 
diction of human existence, are pre-eminently tragic cha- 
racters. That Othello is one, must be self-evident from 
the fundamental features of his nature as described above. 
But Desdemona, also, in spite of her tender womanliness, 
in spite of her loving submissiveness and devotion, is an 
enduring, strong nature, of an independence bordering 
upon obstinacy, emotional, energetic, true to herself and 
capable of great impulses and actions. It was just the 
heroic deeds and fate of Othello which won him her love. 
To this love she sacrifices her filial obedience and thereby 
calls forth the demon of tragedy ; for the sake of this love 
she bears with her father’s anger, the bad repute of the 
world and the hardships of a soldier’s life ; without con- 
sideration she gives herself up to the man she loves; 
she no longer wishes to be a daughter, a Venetian, or 
a patrician her only wish is to be fidly and completely 
Othello’s wife. But even towards her husband she acts 
obstinately in regard to what she perceives to be right 
and just ; she exposes herself even to his anger, in order 
to carry out her will. This is seen from her conduct in 
pleading for Cassio, whose case she takes up with a 
warmth which might easily become suspicious ; however, 
she evidently acts in this way only because, in her inno- 
cence and purity of heart, she is completely ignorant of 
the vice of which she is accused, and accordingly is also 
unaware of how to avoid even the appearance of it. She 
is led to this indiscretion only by her ardent, loving, 
sympathetic heart, her gratitude towards one who helped 
to bring about her happiness. In like manner she care- 
lessly loses the fatal handkerchief, only because she is 
wholly taken up with her anxiety about Othello’s feigtied 
headache. Lastly, oven on her deathbed and with her 
last breath, she is guilty of a falsehood, but only to save 
her beloved from shame and punishment. Her faults, 
consequently, are but the reverse sides of her virtues ; 
iievertheless they reiiiain faults, faults of a genuine tragic 
nature, because, in fact, they are founded upon human 
greatness and nobility of mind. 

Emilia, as lago’s wife and Dosdemona’s maid, stands in 
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a similar relation to the latter, as lago to Othello ; and 
yet the contrast is, however, again conceived from a 
dilferent point of view. Emilia is not a so-called bad cha-> 
raoter, she has nothing of Iago*s wickedness, and jealousy, 
and revenge, nothing of vulgar egotism, the primary 
motive of all vice; she may rather be called good- 
natured, loves and honours her mistress with genuine devo- 
tion, and has a certain natural instinct about human 
nobility of soul. But she is in a high degree frivolous, 
weak, and senseless ; one of the great class of persons who, 
it is true, at the bottom of their hearts mean to do good, 
but who, governed by circumstances, and led astray by 
false friends and counsellors, do that which is bad. She 
considers women — herself not excepted — as morally weak, 
but men as weaker still, consoles herself, however, with 
the thought that it cannot bo otherwise. She is, indeed, 
faithful to her husband but, as she herself says, would 
commit adultery ‘ for all the whole world,’ that is, 
virtue to her is not inviolable, moral purity, free and 
sufficient in itself, but, as is generally the case, half 
virtue, half vice, dependent upon good fortune and chance. 
This is why she does not look very closely into matters, 
and is not very scrupulous about a small sin. This 
explains how it is that she could form a marriage — which 
from the very beginning was no marriage — with a man 
whom she far surpassed in goodness of heart ; how also she 
can, to a certain extent, love him, comply with his wishes, 
live by his side without, however, actually being his, 
without knowing him, without having a notion of his true 
character ; and lastly how, with true heroism she defends 
the innocence of her mistress and even defies death, but 
yet can rob and impose upon that mistress, and be herself 
deceived by her husband. 

By the side of both married couples stands a friend ; on 
the one hand Cassio, on the other Koderigo. Como, as is 
self-evident from his being Othello’s friend, is a thoroughly 
noble, amiable character ; and he is described as such, not 
only by Othello, Desdemona and Emilia, but also by lago, 
as long as the latter considers it necessary to honour truth. 
However, Cassio’s virtue ^s wanting in the earnestness and 
strictness of the law, it has the soft forms of a polished, 
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luxurious age, it is governed by that weakly good nature 
which considers it a duty to be complaisant and yielding 
to others. Accordingly, it is not surprising that Cassio, 
although knowing what a bad effect wine has upon him, is 
nevertheless induced to drink. This explains his relation 
to Bianca, which is thoroughly imbued with the pestilential 
atmosi)here of common sensuality. In the first case he is 
too compliant towards his supposed friend, in the second 
too yielding to a girl whose only merit is her true love 
for him. Nevertheless he is not unworthy of Othello’s 
friendship and Desdemona’s intercession. Ilis deep, 
genuine contrition in regard to his indiscretion, as well 
as his sincere esteem and gratitude towards his friend 
and his protectress, prove that the purity of his heart is 
but dimmed, not entirely lost. 

Boderigo^ on the other hand, is a violent man, a slave to 
his passions and desires, and, thoreforo, immoral, not like 
lago, bad from wickedness or low calculating egotism, but 
from a want of all self-control. His glowing passion for 
Desdemona so enthrals liis wliolo being that lago need 
only flatter it to get him completely into his net. It 
makes him both blind and deaf to the awkward manner in 
which lago — who, in his case, does not even take the trouble 
to exert his intelligence and acuteness — abuses him and 
his purse ; it makes him a spendthrift, a fool, a criminal ; 
it drives him to deeds, in which a disgraceful ruin proves 
his just retribution. 

Old Brabantio, finally, is but an introductory, subordinate 
figure, existing oifly as a motive. He is merely the repre- 
sentative of paternal power, of tlie family relation, much in 
the same way as the Duke and Senate of Venice, Gratiano 
and Lodovico as their ambassadors, Montano as governor 
of Cyprus, together with the nobles, officers and sailors, etc., 
represent the social relations, the condition of the state, the 
character of the people and the spirit of the age. They, 
as it were, form the background upon which the whole 
picture is depicted, and which, though only in a general 
way, exercises a determinating influence upon the colour, 
delineation and composition of the whole. All of these 
figures, therefore, do not require any further characterisa' 
tion, because, in fact, they are not individual characters 
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The action^ the substance of the drama, is to some 
extent the result of this arrangement of the characters. 
Two men like Othello and lago cannot proceed along 
by the side of one another, without coming into conflict. 
Othello, although thoroughly considering lago to be 
a man of honour, nevertheless prefers the less deserv- 
ing Cassio ; an ominous instinct, an unconscious feeling 
keeps him from the former and draws him to the latter. 
The deep, internal difference between the two men is the 
cause of Cassio’s preferment which arouses lago’s envy 
against Othello’s happiness and renown, is the foundation 
of his hatred of Othello, and thus becomes the chief 
motive of the whole action. His jealousy also, is not only 
rooted deeply in his own character, but is doubtless also 
aroused by Othello’s frank and unconstrained behaviour 
towards Emilia, as well as by her frivolous disposition. 
This sets the whole machinery of the action in motion. 
For Roderigo’s love for Hesdemona is no motive to lago, 
merely an additional advantage, a means for furthering 
his plans, which ho uses as well as he can, and casts aside 
when used. On the other hand, Othello’s and Desdemona’s 
characters, the deep, internal agreement of their natures, 
as necessarily results in their mutual, genuine, honest love, 
as lago’s and Emilia’s characters result in but a partial 
marriage. Lastly, it has already been intimated that lago’s 
whole plan is based upon the fundamental elements of 
Othello’s nature, partly upon his utter want of suspicion, 
which has no idea of the craft, of the hypocrisy, wickedness 
and cunning of an lago, partly, however, also upon his 
choleric, passionate temperament. In this he everywhere 
receives assistance from Cassio's weakness, Roderigo’s 
delusion, Desdemona’s kindness of heart and amiable 
thoughtlessness, and lastly, from Emilia’s frivolous com- 
pliancy. Without these essential elements in the cha- 
racters of the dramatic personages, lago’s dastardly trick, 
even though ever so cleverly planned, would of necessity 
have failed ; without them it would never have come to a 
tragic catastrophe. 

The chief motives of the action consequently lie in the 
characters of the persons represented, and yet the tragic 
catastrophe arises only indirectly, not directly y out of the 
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disposition and the mode of action of the tragic heroes. 
The construction of the piece, in this, differs distinctly 
from that of Shakspeare’s other tragedies. In ‘ Eomeo and 
Juliet,’ ‘ Hamlet,’ ‘ King Lear,’ and ‘ Macbeth,’ nay, even 
in his historical tragedies, the poet in the first place 
exhibits a certain position of affairs, he describes the 
circumstances, relations and situations, as well as the 
characters, of the surrounding persons among whom his 
tragic heroes live ; in other words, he first lays the foun- 
dation upon which the edifice is to be raii§ed, but whose 
construction it is directly to affect only in so far as the 
fortunes of his heroes proceed, it is true, from this founda- 
tion, but, in the first place and directly, from their own 
characters, their own actions, their freedom and self- 
determination. Thus, to give but one example : in ‘ Komeo 
and Juliet ’ the furious hatred between the Capulets and 
Montagues does, indeed, form the basis of the tragic catas- 
trophe, but this relation is a positive one to the two lovers, 
they therefore are aware of it, and, if they nevertheless 
follow the impulse of their passionate love— out of which 
alone their tragic ruin is developed — then it is their own 
will or the necessary consequence of their own characters. 
The relations and circumstances as well as the seeondary 
persons who surround them, certainly do encourage it, but 
the primary cause of their fate is nevertheless the state of 
their own minds and their inode of action. It is different 
with our present drama. Othello does not know of lago’s 
hatred, lago’s revengeful spirit, his wickedness and cunning; 
he does not see the cliffs upon which his life is to bo 
wrecked, hence he cannot arrange his intentions and 
actions in accordance with them. His mode of action, 
therefore, does not only, not arise from his freedom, but 
directly, not even from his character ; it is rather caused 
by an inconceivable imposition practised upon him by 
another person ; without this imposition there is in 
Othello’s whole being not even the smallest corner from 
which such monstrous deeds could have burst forth. It is 
only this imposition which first, as it were, breaks down 
his whole character, and turns the lowest portion of it 
uppermost. That he allows himself to be deceived arises, 
it is true, from his own individuality, but only partially. 

2 E 2 
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For, on tlie other hand, the deceit is so cunningly contrived, 
so favoured by circumstances, that even the most cautious 
and most circumspect person would have been deceived by 
it. In short, the distinguishing peculiarity of our drama 
consists in its being a tragedy of intrigue, whereas all Shak- 
speare’s other tragedies are rather tragedies of character. 

This distinction, which has long been recognised in the 
domain of comedy, has hitherto not found any place in 
the icsthetic criticism of tragedy, owing to the very good 
reason, that ip reality the predominance of intrigue is 
opposed to the nature of tragedy. Intrigue, because 
invariably based upon the special objects of a single indi- 
vidual, necessarily has the stamp of accident and caprice. 
If, therefore, it is made the lever of the action, the primary 
cause of the tragic catastrophe, the tragedy loses its cha- 
racter of grandeur and sublimity, it is precipitated from 
the region of a higher necessity, of a fate— which indeed 
lies in the inmost nature of man himself, and proceeds from 
it, but then overpowers and masters him — into the lower 
sphere of everyday life, in which only the limited interests 
aud resolves of single individuals mutually combat and 
outwit one another. The downfall of human greatness 
and beauty, which is not founded upon its own immediate 
weakness or one-si dedness, but, though not altogether 
yet chiefly, occasioned by the cunning and power of the 
evil which opposes it — is something revolting ; it offends 
the human sense of justice, and calls forth a doubt as 
regards the moral order of the world; it disturbs the 
impression of the tragic pathos, because it places the con- 
tradiction of human existence in the sharpest dissonance, 
without justifying its solution, i.e., without exhibiting the 
elevating and conciliatory power of all human sufierings. 

From the predominance of intrigue, it follows as a 
matter of course that chance also plays an important part, 
and that in a certain sense it assumes the character of 
intrigue. For chance is, in fact, but objective caprice, the 
caprice of subjective chance; both correspond with one 
another because they are internally of one nature. Now, 
chance is, indeed, as little to be excluded from tragedy as 
intrigue ; both are essential elements of human life, and, 
therefore, have a perfect right to be represented in all 
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human actions and fortunes. And yet it is only in the 
field of comedy that they have the right of being a principal 
power in the dramatic development, they may predominate 
only in comedy. In tragedy, on the other hand, they must 
be employed only as an additional moans to further the 
development, or as the echo of the outer world, which 
merely answers to the hero’s disposition and mode of 
action, whereas the actual cause of the tragic fate must 
lie in the character and actions of the hero himself. 
Kegarded in this light, chance— as wo have already seen 
in ‘Borneo and Juliet’ — represents, so to say, the in- 
visible hand of Providence which leads the tragic complica- 
tion to its necessary goal ; used in this way it can produce 
the greatest tragic effect. In ‘Othello,’ on the other hand, 
the catastrophe is first introduced and occasioned by chance. 
Othello, ‘ the noble nature whom passion could not shake,’ 
who, in fact, is vulnerable only in the one point, in his 
love for Desdeinona, is first plunged into the heat of passion 
by lago’s villainy and by the play of chance which favours 
it, and is thus thrown out of the centre of his existence 
and brought to ruin. The first accident is the circumstance 
of Desdemona losing her handkerchief — which is as much 
accident as carelessness — ^the second is that Emilia finds 
the handkerchief, the third, that Cassio gives it to Bianca, 
to have the embroidery copied, the fourth, that Othello 
sees it in Cassio’s hand, the fifth, that Bianca happens to bo 
at hand to help in deceiving Othello by Cassio’s conduct in 
his conversation with lago^ — it is all these accidents which 
convince Othello of the certainty of Dosdemona’s infidelity 
and which thus effect the complete ruin of his character. 
They are, therefore, pre-eminently the levers of the action. 
Of course, on the other hand, it is, indeed, highly tragic 
that human virtue is not oven able to hold its own against 
blind chance and common intrigue ; but it is tragic only 
on condition that it is founded upon the insufficiency of the 
power of the good itself. If, however, the powers of 
evil are called forth only by accident and intrigue, if, 
accordingly, the moral force is broken only so far that it is 
no longer able to defend itself, then the tragic pathos is 
carried beyond itself, up to a point whore it becomes 
converted into what is hideous and horrible. 
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The chief motives of the action — which accordingly lie 
blit partly in the characters of the dramatic personages, 
for the most part in the outward aociden1;p,l circumstances 
— in our present drama again naturally determine the 
composition of the piece, and, moreover, in the first place 
the external comiiosition, that is, the arrangement of the 
separate scenes, the development of the characters in a 
definite succession of actions and situations, and the 
order in which the incidents of the action are presented 
to the spectator. Beauty of composition — like every 
other formal beauty — demands, above all things, harmony, 
clearness, and design, that is, it demands that the final 
aim of the action, the point to which the dramatic 
development finally leads, should, from beginning to end, 
be perceptible through the separate scenes, and that the 
characters, the action, and the intrigue should bo 
developed as rapidly as clearly. This beauty of arrange- 
ment is exhibited in its highest perfection in ‘Othello.’ 
Even the exposition (the first scene of the first act) is a 
I)roof of this : Eoderigo’s conversation with lago not only 
makes us acquainted with the characters of both, but 
lago’s hatred, jealousy, and revenge, at once reveal the 
chief motives of the whole action; whereas Brabantio’s 
appearance, his grief and rage— representing the right 
of the family which is violated in him — throws a dark 
tragic shadow over Othello’s and Desdemona’s love at the 
very commencement of the piece. The following scenes 
show us, partly Othello’s heroic figure in the zenith of 
his fame and renown, and partly describe his relation to 
Desdemona, the origin, the deep intensity, purity, and 
truth of their love, and then once more point to the storm 
which threatens their union. The second act shows us 
the threads out of which the complication of the third 
act is woven; first, Othello’s arrival in Cyprus, the 
description of his position in the still restless and agitated 
country, which again is the reason of his subsequent 
severity towards Cassio; then lago’s opinions about the 
female sex, which throw a significant light upon Emilia’s 
character, as well as upon his marriage with her ; there- 
upon we have the announcement of the festival, which 
forms the basis of the following and closing scene ; lastly, 
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we have Cassio’s drunkenness, his quarrel with Roderigc 
and Montano, his deposition, and lago’s advice to him to 
entreat Desdemona’s intercession. The third act then 
weaves the given threads into the net, which Othello in 
his vehemence draws over his own head. It is easily seen 
that from this point everything runs on in a straight 
line, without digression, towards the one goal. It is only 
the second scene of the third act that seems to bo a make- 
shift, which might well bo dispensed with. But to make 
up for this the conclusion of the same act, as well as the 
fourth and fifth acts, are the more masterly in composition. 
With flash upon flash the tragic thunder-cloud relieves 
itself of its lightnings ; with every word, with every turn 
of the representation, the course of the action makes an 
important advance ; from every quarter we see but the 
one goal ; and yet everything glides on in a natural flow 
without disturbance and force. As rapidly and naturally 
does the path, in the end, run down from its highest 
summit ; the way in which Othello is undeceived, lago 
unmasked and brought to confession, is a true masterpiece 
of dramatic development.* 

And yet the external composition, were it ever so 
perfect, does not make the work of art an organic whole, 
it is rather only the mechanical side, the external^ formal 
beauty of lines and outlines, extremely important for 
rendering the work intelligible and as regards eflect, but 
a merit shared by every well devised piece of machinery. 
The drama first becomes a living organism by its internal 
nnity, from which all its members and parts grow forth 
as from a fructified germ, and develop in accordance with 
their destiny, in which unity life has its inmost source, and 
necessarily determines the external form as well as the in- 
ternal arrangement and formation of the whole. In other 
words, it first becomes a living organism, and thereby a 
work of art, by its internal ideal beauty, by the unity of the 
fundamental idea which penetrates the whole like a living 

* In regard to the disturbing contradiction between the speech of 
Lodovioo (act v. 2) and the 2nd scene of the 4tli act— to ^vhic•h 
H. Kdster has drawn attention, See hia essay in Jahrbuch der Deutachm 
Shahtpeare-GeseUschafti i. 13J) ff.; I perfectly agree with the in* 
genious interpretation given by tlie author. 
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spirit, connects all the several parts internally, and first 
gives them the impress of consistency and of harmony. 

In ‘ Othello ’ conjugal love and fidelity, LL, the true nature 
of marriage, evidently forms the centre of the view of life 
represented, the ideal basis of the dramatic development. 
Like the love of betrothed persons, marriage is, even more 
so, one of the fundamental props of human civilization, 
an indispensable condition of all morality. It is itself a 
moral p(jwer, one of the forms in which the moral necessity 
manifests itself, and the violation of which, therefore, is 
necessarily followed by punishment and ruin. For it is 
the bond of the family union, the basis of all piety, of all 
obedience, of all morality ; and the moral organism which 
every individual family ought to form, is again the con- 
dition of all moral order in church and state. The 
strength of marriage, however, lies in the purity of 
conjugal love, in the strictne.'‘8 of conjugal fidelity. 
AVhere the infidelity of husband and wife is sanctioned — 
as where polygamy is legally admissible— the necessary 
consequence is the infidelity of children to parents, of 
brothers to brotliers; and thus the most indispensable 
foundation of human civilization breaks down within itself. 

Now it is upon this basis that the poet places his 
heroes : Othello’s and Desdemona’s love is of the purest, 
most moral kind, their marriage is a full and genuine 
marriage, not merely based externally upon the word of 
a priest, but rooted deeply in tlie union of two equally 
noble hearts, and lor this very reason it is their most 
precious treasure, the happiness and strength of their 
lives. And yet even this fundamental pillar of human 
existence, the prop to which morality ought to cling, to 
fortify and to strengthen, breaks down within itself, 
when the ground upon which it stands begins to totter, 
when self-control gives way under the weight of impulses 
and passions ; oven this most precious treasure turns into 
mischief and ruin when torn asunder from the organic con- 
nection of the whole moral order of the universe, when 
placed in contradiction with other moral forces and 
wasted by error and delusion. To give a living picture 
of this state of things, but at the same time to show us 
how the soul of a noble and good man can extricate itsell 
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from its deepest perplexity and, being purified by the tragic 
pathos, can acquire new energy, and rise above its broken 
earthly existence — this is the ideal character, and upon it 
is based the fundamental idea, the internal unity of the 
whole. This, therefore, must of itself determine the con- 
struction of the drama in all its parts, as the form of the 
tree is determined by its seed. 

In the first place marriage — in the scale of the develop- 
ment of human life — marks the age of manhood. It may 
be becoming in a youth, to indulge in the sentimental 
play of love; youth is the betrothed state of humanity. 
A man, however, is destined to be a husband, a father ; 
what is becoming in a youth is repulsive in him ; man- 
hood is no longer the time for play, it has to take upon 
itself the. earnestness of love, as well as of life, and the 
earnestness of love is marriage. The hero of our drama, 
accordingly, could only bo a fully developed man, and, 
moreover, for the sake of the sublime ideal stand-point, a 
man, in tho eminent sense of the word, that is, a man of 
a high mind, of great energy of character, of distinguished 
power of action, a hero in war or in politics, therefore 
a man of honour and of fame — because it is the duty of 
a man to be active in the service of his country and of 
humanity, and because ho is pro eminently called upon to 
great deeds— a nian to whom his honour must be peculiarly 
dear, as the bond between him and his sphere of activity.- 
8iich is Othello. Such a man, however, must have by 
his side, in the woman he chooses as wife, an equal ; 
one equally noble, equally great in womanliness ; without 
this there could never be a true and complete marriage 
between them. An Othello can only love a Desdemona, 
a Desdemona only an Othello. 

If such a marriage is to bo destroyed in spite of its 
truth and sincerity, it can happen only by a discord in 
the inmost essence of human nature. This discord is that 
general human frailty, which places right against right, 
and good against good, and thus burdens man with the 
curse of evil, just as ho intends doing what is right and 
good. Othello’s and Desdemona’s marriage, although 
thoroughly justified, nevertheless began with a wrong; 
the lather’s curse gives it a tragic impress from tho very 
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first. Still this flaw would of itself be insufficient to 
occasion the ruin ; it rather forms but the general tragic 
basis, upon which it has stood from the cutset. External 
relations and circumstances may indeed externally disturb 
and break a genuine marriage, but cannot internally 
destroy it. This can happen only by the dissolution 
of its internal bond, by a shock to the original love, 
esteem, and confidence, and when this actual foundation 
begins to waver, it threatens the downfall of the whole 
edifice. But genuine love cannot of itself become faithless 
any more than it can turn into suspicion and distrust; 
it would not bo genuine love if it could do so, for its 
nature is unreserved devotion, unreserved confidence. 
External circumstances therefore must give the first 
touch to the discord and distrust. To effect this, 
however, more is required than a couple of accidents, 
misunderstandings, or imprudences. It is only a whole 
series of apparently palpable proofs that can excite the 
conviction of infidelity in a truly loving heart, that can 
confirm it in its suspicions and drive it to action ; and, in 
fact, active measures will be taken only when the apparent 
proofs, at the same time succeed in arousing the passion 
of wounded love of honour, of jealousy and revenge, and 
keep them in a state of ferment. Still, such a chain of 
circumstances, accidents, and iraprudencies does not 
become linked together of itself ; such a ferment, which 
does not leave one moment of calm reflection, cannot 
maintain itself in a noble, manly character. To effect 
this there must bo the leading hand of an intentional, 
plotting intellect, the very master of wickedness in com- 
bining means and effects; in short, intrigue alone can 
produce such an effect. 

In accordance with this internal ideal necessity, Othello’s 
noble, lofty manliness, and Desdemona’s genuine woman- 
liness are contrasted with lago’s vulgarity and wickedness, 
and with Emilia’s frivolity and thoughtlessness. And as 
the nature of marriage forms the foundation of the 
dramatic action, the poet, with significant intention, 
again connects the two contrasts to the characters of his 
hero and heroine, by their conjugal relation. lago’s and 
Emilia’s ill-assorted marriage forms the contrast to 
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Othello’s and Desdemona’s full and perfect marriage; 
the distorted shape of the former serves as a striking foil 
to the beautiful form and true nature of the latter. The 
fundamental idea of the drama, therefore, is again carried 
out in a double manner. As lago’s artifices— supported 
by his ill-assorted marriage with Emilia — disturb the 
foundation of Othello’s life, i.e., his love and marriage with 
Desdemona, so the ruin of lago and Emilia is simply the 
result of thoir bad, false marriage. Marriage proves to 
be the tragic fate of both couples. Othello falls, because, 
as he himself says, he ‘ loved not wisely, but too well,* 
because the two possessions which made life dear to him 
—love and honour— had been wrested from him by lago's 
cunning ; hence he loses his self-possession ; the nerve of 
his moral power is severed and his whole being entirely 
broken down. The means employed by lago to attain 
his object are partly suggested by his own conjugal 
relation with Emilia, and partly by the special nature of 
Othello’s marriage. For a true, perfect marriage is 
possible only between two such frank, straightforward, 
unsuspicious, but also careless and readily deceived cha- 
racters as Othello and Desdemona. That Othello is 
wholly incapable of entertaining the thought that he 
could be intentionally belied, and that Desdemona, in her 
innocence, enters the snare laid for her, are the chief 
instruments of their destruction in lago’s hands. The 
latter, however, also makes the wrong which, from the 
very first, has weighed upon Othello’s marriage, serve his 
purpose: Desdemona has deceived her father, she may 
consequently deceive her husband ; this is an argument 
of great power of proof, which therefore throws the first 
spark of suspicion into Othello’s soul. As, accordingly, 
the destruction of Othello’s and Desderaona’s true and 
beautiful marriage is the cause of their tragic fate, so 
it is just the reverse — the continuance of the half, unreal 
marriage — which proves the ruin of Ingo and Emilia. 
The one, as well as the other, follows consistently from 
the same idea; both contrasts complete one another, 
because they, as it were, are but the obverse and reverse 
of the same coin. For that which, under proper use, 
brings happiness and life, under abuse occasions mischief 
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and doath. lago and Emilia have from the beginning 
abused the sacred institution of marriage ; for their very 
marriage bond was an offence against moral law, because 
even in its origin it was without true love, without moral 
foundation, consequently no marriage, but, to give it its 
right name, only a kind of concubinage. The very exist- 
ence of this immoral relation could not but bring ruin 
upon them ; and thus it is quite just that Emilia should 
meet with her death by the sword of her own husband, 
and just also that lago finds his disgraceful ruin — as a 
convicted criminal — through the testimony of his own 
wife. 

That, accordingly, the principal incidents of the dramatic 
action arise organically out of one and the same germ, 
must, I think, be apparent to any critics who take into 
consideration the composition, the internal unity and 
harmony of the piece, and even to those who are the 
express opponents of all a3sthetic criticism. But Shak- 
speare’s masterly liaiid also contrives to incorporate the 
secondary incidents and secondary personages with the 
one great organism, as mediating intermediate parts. 
Thus, in the first place, old Brabantio’s fate, his sufferings, 
his death — the result of his grief about the infidelity of 
his daughter — is caused by his own erroneous opinion as 
to the nature of marriage, which he makes dependent, not 
merely upon true love and genuine human worth, but upon 
all kinds of external considerations of birth, and for which 
reasons ho believes it to be his duty to refuse his daughter 
to the man who truly deserves her. This is so evident, 
that we need not say more in proof of it. But even the 
characters of liodorigo, Cassio and Bianca, so far as the 
definite outlines are given, appear conceived and sketched 
from the same point of view. Roderigo’s love for Desdomoiia 
is founded neither upon the knowledge of her high worth, 
upon true esteem and respect, nor upon the infallible 
attraction of a pure heart to a kindred soul, but upon 
Bensual desires, which amount to wild passion. After 
Desdemona is married, therefore, he lives only in the hope 
of leading her to commit adultery. This villainous design, 
this contempt of the sacredness of marriage, puts him into 
lago’s clutches and drives him, under the latter’s direction, 
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to all kinds of crimes, in which he finds his well-merited, 
and disgraceful ruin. His life and fate are, therefore, 
entirely dependent upon the position which he himself 
takes in regard to the inviolable moral necessity, here 
manifested in the nature of mamage. Cassio, on the other 
hand, because sound at heart, although weak and easily 
led, and because his transgression against the moral 
power of marriage and his relation to Bianca — although 
of an immoral nature— -are based more upon youthful 
error and pity for the poor amorous girl, is consequently, 
so to say, but grazed by the tragic pathos. And yet 
his relation to Bianca is the occasion of the suffering 
which comes upon him, and, in this connection, entirely 
assumes the character of a punishment for his unchaste 
mode of life. Lastly, that Bianca’s nature and life, owing 
to her transgressions in love, her contempt for marriage 
and connubial restraints — which avenges itself in the very 
fact that she is converted and changed in consequence of 
her passion for Cassio, and that slie now perceives the 
unattainable object of her existence to be a union with 
him — is inwardly broken and destroyed, and finally ruined 
in the struggle against the moral power of marriage, is as 
clear as daylight, i.e., it is as clear as daylight that the 
tragic pathos of all the dramatic characters emanates from 
one and the same point. 

This all-embracing bond leaves outside of its circle only 
those persons who take no direct part in the dramatic 
action, and yet even they are by no means superfluous, 
but also have their significance and relative necessity iu 
tlie one fundamental thought which forms the centre. 
The Doge and Senate of Venice with their subordinates 
Gratiano and Lodovico are, on the one hand, the adminis- 
trators of the positive right and law, who have to judge 
the crimes of the various characters and to restore order in 
the moral relations; on the other hand their task is to 
exhibit the relations of the various characters to the state 
and to social conditions, and thus to weave the general 
position of affairs, the spirit of the age and the character 
of the nation, into the representation as the co-operating 
agents in the dramatic action. For the same reason, the 
passing din of war, Montano with the Cyprian officers. 
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sailors and people, are introduced, as it were, to set off 
the picture. For it is only in times of misery, of political 
storms and wars that the value of peaceful, conjugal 
happiness, or the power of passion, manly energy, quick 
decision of action — in the present case more especially the 
signiffcance of honour — can rise to such a pitch as to 
engulf all existence within itself. Moreover, Italy, and 
particularly Venice, was pre-eminently the land of in- 
trigue, of treacherous cleverness and cunning, and the 
people pre-eminently disposed to revenge and jealousy. 
Even the momentary a])pearance of the Fool, lastly, is not 
so entirely senseless and wanting in motive as appears at 
first sight. When regarded as a mere servant he is, so 
to say, his own counterpart, that is, he appears only to 
intimate that wit and jest are out of place on one and the 
same ground with devilish wickedness and rash acts of 
violence. 

In conclusion, I have only to add that even this most 
terrible of all Shakspeare’s tragedies is not entirely 
wanting in the elevating and conciliatory element — even 
though it shines across the dark night only like a faint 
glimmer of light ; for although individual scenes make the 
direct impression of being offensive and revolting — the 
chief reason of which is the great predominance allowed 
to accident and intrigue in the development of the tragic 
catastrophe— still, in tho end, after the first impression 
has given way, we leave the tragedy more with the feeling 
of deep sorrow and intense pity than of terror and horror. 
And in this very feeling we have the assurance that, even 
though deeply concealed, there slumbers within the fear- 
ful deeds and the equally fearful fate of Othello, some 
spark of moral elevation and ideal conciliation ; slumbers 
it is true, but only awaiting the reviving rays of tho sun. 
The conciliatory element lies, as I think, at the very end 
of the action ; this may seem paradoxical, for the end is 
Othello’s suicide, consequently a new crime. Very true ; 
but although suicide, taken objectively, is and remains 
absolutely a crime, still, subjectively it may have motives 
pointing to a genuiijie moral state of mind, and may, to a 
certain extent, ennoble it. In fact, our judgment of moral 
ftiitions is very different if we measure them by the standard, 
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not of the outer deed, but by the inmost centre of the 
mind, by the full and complete form of the inner man. 
For, as man can never sufficiently know this deepest 
centre in the nature of another, he ought never to judge 
it except by the given outward form of the deed. However, 
the true poet makes us acquainted with the former as weH 
he reveals the most hidden impulses of actions, and shows 
us not merely the periphery, but also the determinating 
centre. If we look at the drama in this way, Othello’s 
suicide will appear in quite a different light. Looked at 
from within it is obviously but the extreme expression of 
his deep, bitter, boundless repentance and contrition, a 
necessary result of the vehemence, passionateness and 
violence in which, in his case, even repentance and atone- 
ment express themselves, a self-condemnation to which 
such powerful, eminent natures, such heroic figures, which 
rise far above ordinary humanity and its standard, have 
a certain degree of right. Othello knows that according 
to human right and law he must bo condemned ; by pro- 
nouncing and carrying out the judgment upon himself, he 
but satisfies the law, whose judicial slowness and possible 
pardon would be intolerable to him in the violence of his 
rage against himself. This he distinctly expresses in his 
last words, when he says : 

“ I pray you, in your letters, 

When you shall these unlucky tleeds relate. 

Speak of me as I am ; nothirif^ extenu.'ite, 

Nor set down aught in malice: thet) must you speak 
Of one that lov’d not wisely, but too well ; 

Of one not easily jealous, but, being wrought. 

Perplex’d in the extreme ; of one wliose hand, 

Like the base Inciian, threw a pearl away. 

Richer than all his tribe ; of one, whose subdu’d eyes. 

Albeit unused to the melting mood, 

Drop tears as fast as the Arabian trees 
'J'hcir medicinal gum. Set you down this : 

And say, besides, —that in Aleppo once, 

Where a malignant und a turbau’d Turk 
Beat a Venetian, and traduced the state, 

I took by the throat the circumcisi d dog, 

And smote him — thus ! ” {He stabs himself.) 

Assuredly the soothing power of the ‘tears which 
Othello sh^s over his bloody deeds, is strong enough to 
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wash away the blood and to heal the deadly wounds; 
the overpowering weight of his repentance and contrition 
counterbalances the weight of his crimes^ For true, ideal 
, justice does not look at the deed but at the doer ; it does 
n(^t judge according to the greatness of the crime, but 
according to the greatness of the repentance. And thus 
we leave the drama deeply impressed with the painful 
thought that no human greatness is sufficiently great to 
save it from a deep fall; but also with the soothing 
certainty that human wit and human cunning may, 
indeed, ruin a noble and grand character, but are in- 
capable of robbing it of its inner nobility and greatness 
of soul, or of that power of the mind which rises anew 
out of repentance and contrition. 
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CHAPTER III. 

King Leai?. 

In ‘ King Lear/ love is once more made the fundamental 
motive of human life, but it is again a different, a new 
manifestation of the divine power; it is the third and 
last main form, in which love directly and actively in- 
fluences the development of human existence, and in 
which it is revealed as the first and most natural bond of 
the great organism of humanity, as the basis and funda- 
mental condition of all mental and moral culture. In 
‘ Romeo and Juliet’ it is the devotion of betrothed persons 
and the passionate enthusiasm of youthful love ; in 
‘ Othello ’ it is the manly strength and fulness of conjugal 
affection, esteem and fidelity ; in ‘ King Lear,’ on the otlier 
hand, it is parental love and filial reverence that are re- 
garded as the centre of all human relations. Here the 
family bond, in its deep, historical significance, is the 
ground upon which the iK)et takes his stand. To repre- 
sent the aspect of life presented by this i)oint of view in a 
j)oetico-dramatic form, and from within the tragic con- 
ception of life — is the intention, the leading thought, the 
fundamental idea of the tragedy. 

The high noon-day sun of love has sunk into the still 
glowing, but fast-fading tints of evening. Lear, in mind 
and body, is still a vigorous old man, but nevertheless an 
old man, but one who has not yet overcome the tailings 
of his nature — obstinacy and love of dominion, quickness 
of temper, and want of consideration ; his heart alone has 
retained the fulness and freshness of youth. Therefore 
the rich portion of love which has fallen to his lot he 
lavishes wholly upon his children ; he gives them his all, 
Imping to find, in their love and gratitude, rest from the 
storms, anxieties, and troubles of life. But this love, 
which leads him to forget his position as king, in that of 
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the father, and to neglect all other duties in Lis anxie Ves 
as head of the family, which confounds the inward in 
cUiiation with outward alfection — not* merely erring 
momentarily, but in its obstinacy proving itself so 
l)rejudicod that Kent’s endeavour to bring it to a true 
knowledge of itself fails completely, in spite of the 
pertinacity with which he urges it -this love, as in 
‘Othello ’and ‘ Komeo and Juliet,’ is here also involved 
in one-sidedness and contradiction. Here, too, it is of a 
passionate character, devoid of all self-control, which is 
manifested in Lear’s (jver-hasty banishment of Cordelia and 
Kent. Nay, his love is not even altogether true in itself, 
and for this very reason foians a wrong estimate of truth, 
and rejects genuine pure love, ainl exchanges it for sem- 
blance, falsehood, and hypocrisy. In short, love here, 
at the same time, falls into contradiction with itself. 
Idle tragic conflict has increased, and from having been 
confined to external circumstances, has now sunk into the 
deepest depths of the heart ; the question, in the present 
case, does not (as in ‘ Othello’ and ‘ Romeo and Juliet ’) 
turn merely upon the contradiction between the inward 
justification of their love and the right of parents which 
stands externally opposed to it ; it does not turn merely 
upon the conflict into which Lear falls by following the 
beautiful and perfectly-justified impulse of his paternal 
heart — thus neglecting his duties as king, whereby the 
right of his paternal love becomes a wrong to his king- 
dom — but in Lear’s very paternal love, the substance 
stands in contradiction with the form, the father s right 
with the right of the lover. As father, as head of the 
family, whose will determines the outward life of tlio 
childi’en, in what they do or leave undone, Lear cannot 
only have demanded, but, in accordance with his nature, 
must even have imi)eriously and inconsiderately’' required, 
that his love slumld be returned by his children’s afiectioii, 
even in the external actions of obedience and submission. 
IloAvever, Lear does not make this demand as a father 
but as a lover; he confounds the external, obligatory, 
legal relation subsisting between a father and children, 
with the internal, free, ethical relations of lovers, whose 
right consists in the very fact that all outward rightb 
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and duties cease between them. He transfers the one 
relation to the other, and thereby places paternal and 
filial love in contradiction to one another, inasmuch as 
the child cannot perform what it perhaps ought and 
might do, because the demand is not addressed to its 
filial obedience, but to its free love, and thus opposes 
it. For love, in accordance with its very nature, lies in 
the deepest depths and freedom of the mind ; it is itself 
this very depth and freedom expressed by communion 
of life, in which each seeks his inmost self and its ideal 
complement in that of another. The outward deed in 
itself is, therefore, of no consequence to it ; as love, it is 
no outward action, but an inward, independent, and a 
self-sufficient life, which, owing to its very nature, ex- 
presses itself only in feelings and impulses. It nniy, 
therefore, be that love is the motive of actions, and tliat 
it speaks and acts itself, but it is not increased by this 
outward action ; this outwardness is, in itself, of no value 
to it, but is the perfectly accidental, indifferent, uninbui- 
tional expression of its want to seek its own happiness in 
the happiness of the beloved. Ihmce it does not act for 
its own sake, in order to show, and to prove itself, but 
purely for the sake of the beloved object. For the same 
reason also, it does not demand of the bcl<?vcd any out- 
ward action, any palpable proof of love, but is merely 
concerned about the communion of souls, about their 
union in life and action. Kay, in its full strength and 
nnciimmed purity — such as we see in Cordelia, after her 
banishment —it does not even demand love in return, but 
rejoices in it only when it is a free gift. 

This true form of lovo is, indeed, active in Lear, the sub- 
stance is there, but it stands in contradiction with its form, 
and thereby with itself. In consequence of his confounding 
filial piety with free filial love, Lear not merely demands 
the love of his children as his due right, but also demands 
its cutward confirmation in word and deed, corresponding 
with the way and manner in which his own love manifests 
itself. Ho values love according to its outward actions, 
and hence forms a w-rpng estimate of its entirely inward 
nature, which, in fact, cannot be estimated. But this 
apparent fault of the understanding, this confusion of 
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ideas, is, at the same time, the result of a defect of the 
heart in wishing not only to he loved, but also to appear 
to bo loved, in order tliat in the measure «of his children’s 
love, and in the greatness of their affection he may, as in 
a mirror, behold and enjoy the greatness and worth of his 
own person. His love, consequently, is not pure and 
unconditional, for it is conferred conditionally only, that 
is, on condition of love in return and its outward testi- 
mony ; it is not free and spontaneous, for it is not merely 
a direct feeling, but is reflected in itself, places the value 
on itself. Thus it becomes, either weakly, sensitive to 
every rude touch, and unable to bear frankness and truth, 
or it becomes j)retontious, and as virtue becomes a vice 
through pride of virtue, so Lear’s love, owing to its demands 
is, at the same time, egotism; in giving itself up, it at the 
same time withholds itself; thirsting for and greedy of 
love, it is, at the same time, selfish, and filled with hate. 
This inner contradiction, this unconscious and yet actual 
cause of the discord in the nature of Lear’s paternal love, 
is the ethical foundation upon which the action is raised. 
The object and aim of the dramatic action is to solve 
tliis contradiction, to conciliate the old man’s love with 
itself, to puyfy and to restore his disturbed state as a 
father and hing, in an ideal form. 

A firm, a sincerely affectionate family bond, embracing 
equally all members, is a matter of impossibility with 
such a species of paternal love. A love like this, which 
demands love and external proofs of love, calls forth a 
contradiction in the love on the other side, while it bears 
and fosters a contradiction within itself. In its selfish- 
ness it either produces egotism, and, in its untruth, calls 
forth hypocrisy and sanctimoniousness, or it drives the 
true love on the other ' side, back into its inmost self, 
and leads it to resist all external proofs, in sharp oi)po- 
sition to the false and unreal love. /The contradiction 
in Lear’s paternal lo'\ e, therefore, produces in his children 
also an external separation ; in Eegan and Goneril we find 
selfishness and. falsehood, in Cordelia a pure, frank, 
sincere, but silent and retiring love, sharply and dis- 
tinctly prominent. Thus Lear’s paternal love, in place 
of calling fiu’th the uniting bond of family life, rather 
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itself produces the discord. The relation between father 
and daughters is not broken tor the first time on the 
occasion of the tlivision of the kingdom, it had already 
been internally destroyed by Lear’s own conduct, by the 
peculiar nature of his love ; it is he who lias not fastened 
the bond in its right place, it is tied merely by external 
relations and considerations; when these break down it 
unavoidably falls to pieces.' This not only points to, but 
actually determines the tragic fate of the hero and the 
complication of tho main action; for all that follows is 
but the necessary con sapience of the destruction of the 
family bond. Thereby, however, Lear himself appears 
the first cause of tho whole tragic complication, he 
himself is to blame fur his late, himself to blame fur his 
children’s doings and sufierings.; he falls owing to the 
one-sidedness, tho errors and contradictions in Ids own 
loving heart. 

But as Shakspeare is fond of conceiving and working 
out his theme from different points, in order to exhaust it 
as completely as possible, so, in the present ease, ho is not 
satisfied with exliibiting the leading thought merely in 
tho fortunes of the king and his family. Ho takes the 
same subject again from another point of view. In the 
same way as tlio poetical, passionate ardour of Borneo 
which hurries all before it, is placed in contrast with the 
cool, prosaic affection of (’ount Paris, as the pure and 
genuine marriage of Othello and Lesdemona is contrasted 
with the ill-conditioned union of lago and Emilia, so tho 
story of King Lear and his daughters proceeds hand in 
hand with the similar, and yet very different story of 
Gloster and his sons. The poet wishes to show us that 
the moral corruption is not only a single case, but that it has 
affected the noblest families, the rcprescjiitatives of all the 
others, and hence, to judge from its nature and origin, a 
unmrsal state of corruption ; that, moreover, for this very 
leason the idea of the drama, the tragic view of life which 
it is intended to represent, is a generally applicable one-- 
?.e., that uiivsteadiness and disorder in family life, in 
wliichever form it may appear, is invariably followed by 
misfortune and ruin. While in the case of King Lear 
this perverse and in itself unreal affection avenges itself 
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upon him, Gloster has to bear the punishment of an un* 
repented youthful sin, of wliich the old man (as the first 
scene shows) still thinks with wanton ^delight. Lear’s 
family life is disturbed from the very beginning by his 
own character and conduct, by the inner nature of his 
own love; Gloster has broken the tie by an outward act. 
His love is cciually divided between a bastard and a 
legitimate son, nay, his aftections, as it seems (and as the 
first scene intimates), are chiefly bestowed upon the 
bastard ; but this paternal love again contradicts itself, 
inasTnuch as it Avill not grant equal rights to both 
children ; the legitimate son is to inherit rank, title, and 
estates, the bastard is to come otf without anything. The 
substance and nature of this love, consequently, stands in 
contradiction noth the form of its outward attestation. 
This contradiction calls forth the same contradiction in 
the returned love. Edmund, who is to bo satisfied with 
mere sentiments, with a love which contradicts its actions, 
responds to this imperfect, unjust, unreal affection with 
the falsehood of a purely external, heartless, and unmean- 
ing jirocecding. The more ho finds himself to be his 
father’s favourite and the more he feels himself his 
brother’s equal in body and mind, the more deeply he 
feels the wrong and the more lie rebels against the 
glaring injustice. Edgar, on the other hand, is preferred 
to all outward a])])earan(;o, it is true, but, being set aside 
ill his father’s affections, shows him no affection in return; 
he has not been accustomed to express himself frankly 
to his father, ho is afraid of his easily excited anger; he 
has no perfect confidence in him, because Gloster — owing 
to his wavering character and uncertain judgment —has 
not understood how to awaken the child’s trust. It, 
therefore, gives Edmund’s cunning but little trouble to 
destroy the family relationship which is already shaken 
to its very foundations. For the wantqnness with which 
Gloster broke his marriage vow, corresponds with the 
credulity and boisterous vehemence with which he accepts 
Edmund’s slanderous accusations ; and the want of inner 
moral purity and sincerity of the family life, corresponds 
with the want of frankness and confidence on Fdgar’s 
parti in consequence of which, and through Edmund’s 
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prevarications, he allows himself to he led to commit 
actions which are suspicious. In Gloster’s case, the 
open offence on» the part of the father is succeeded hy 
the open disgrace of the children; King Lear’s coilr 
cealod selfishness and untruth are followed hy concealed 
hypocritical and treacherous wickedness. Lear, in his 
domineering self-will, demands external appearance in 
place of truth; he defiantly chases true love from his 
side, and hence falls into the power of dissemhling false- 
hood and selfishness. Gloster, on the other hand, is 
deceived, as it were, against his own will ; his frivolous 
conception not merely of marriage, hut of moral relations 
in general— hy which, siiperstitiously, he makes moral 
freedom dependent upon a physical necessity, and the 
actions of men upon the stars and celestial phenomena — 
have thoroughly deluded liim; he is, therefore, treated 
with blind rage and savage cruelty, and deprived of his 
eyesight. Lear’s strong, proud heart, bids defiance to 
external troubles; he struggles against the fury of the 
elements, as against the worse ingiutitude and unmcrci- 
fulness of his daughters. It is only from within that he 
can be subdued ; in his violent, convulsive effort to master 
the great sorrows of his soul, the bonds of reason snap 
asunder and madness s])reads the veil of its dark night 
over him. The weaker character of Gloster — light-minded 
in youth and indisci’eot and undecided in old ago — as in 
misfortune, he mistakes semhlance for reality, so he is too 
weak for madness, without power to endure, and in his 
despair rushes upon self-destruction. Hence Gloster's 
fate, also, is directly contained in the very beginning of 
the dramatic complication, that is, in his relation to his 
two sons which, at the same time, is so characteristic of 
his own nature. 

Owing to these facts ANdiich form, as it wore, the starting 
point of the action, the tragedy has been considered at 
fault, inasmuch as Lear’s and Gloster’s delinquencies 
are not at all in proportion with the greatness of the 
tragic pathos to which they in the end sucenmh ; and an 
unsuccessful attempt has been made to lessen this incon- 
gruity hy giving the piece a happy ending, in restoring 
old Lear to his cast-off dignity as king. It is certainly 
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true that both of tho old men— according to human esti- 
mation— suffer far more than thej^ have sinned. But the 
relation between the outward punishment; and the inward 
sin is, in truth, absolutely incommensurable ; there is no 
such relation, it is only a more or less arbitrary invention 
of man. This is shown in our daily experience of life and 
history, and to illustrate this truth is the poet’s object in 
this and his other traged ies. Moreover, a punishment which 
leads to the purification and sublimation of the sinner is 
never too great, because by this very effect it ceases to be 
mere punishment. Lastly, Lear and Gloster must be re- 
presented infinitely more as sinned against than sinning, 
so that the speefator may clearly perceive the terrible but 
infallible truth, that it is the nature of evil to spring. up 
to an incalculable magnifcudo, like rank weeds from small 
seeds, and that it is not so much the crime itself as tho 
emse of the crime that is the chief fault of evil ; moreover 
that this cause invariably proceeds more especially from 
a want of moral firmness and a wrong state of family 
life. It is obviously a matter of internal necessity that, 
as the course of the action shows, the baneful influence 
thus caused, affects the woman’s mind even more than 
that of the man — for Edmund, although o(|ually guilty, 
has at all events some kind of excuse on his side, owing to 
a dishonour of his birth. For woman, in accordance 
with her nature, finds the sole pro}) and stay of her outer 
and inner life within the family circle ; if this support is 
withdrawn from her, the woman, as a rule, falls lower 
than the man, who, in accordance with his nature, is 
thrown more ujion himself and placed on a broader basis 
of existence. That tho same rank soil should also bear 
good, wholesome plants, is, on the one hand, only a proof 
of the moral freedom of humanity, which, independent of 
time and space, is restricted neither by circumstances, 
descent, nor surroundings; on tho other^ a manifestation 
of that inner contradiction in Lear’s and G luster’s parental 
love, which calls forth the same contradiction in the cha- 
racters and hearts of the children. I'his explains how it 
is, that by the side of the most hideous vices and crimes, 
we here meet with tho noblest virtues, as in Gordelia and 
Edgar, in Kent and tho Fool. They, as finite human 
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creatures, do not, it is true, possess the power to prevent 
the terrible misfortunes, to check the course of fate ; Cor- 
delia has to abandon home and country ; Edgar preserves 
his life only by a semblance of the deepest degradation ; 
Kent’s love of truth has to take refuge in dissimulation, 
in order to satisfy his unshaken fidelity to tiie king; 
Albany, at first irresolute, wavering and inactive, does 
not exhibit his moral strength till he is at the extronio 
point of misery, and the Fool has to hide his compassionate 
heart, and his deep knowledge of character, beneath the 
tittle-tattle of wit. For the disease which lurks deep in 
the inmost nature, has rather iirst to break out before it 
can be thoroughly cured ; the moral order has to break 
down and to threaten the destruction of the wliole, so that 
divine justice may manifest its requiting, but at the same 
time its saving, elevating and conciliatory power. There- 
fore, every one of the different characters is indispensable 
for realising the poet’s intention. It is only as such 
instruments that Edgar and Albany assist in restoring 
moral order and in healing the disorders of the state ; 
Kent has given his powerful help, but being weary of life, 
trios to withdraw from this last business ; the Fool, as 
such, and Cordelia, as a woman, take no part in it, they 
disappear from the scene of life, afhu' having fulfilled 
their mission of having endeavoured to save the friend 
and father, and justice and morality as personified in them. 

If we examine the course of the action somewhat more 
closely, we here again find the dramatic characters 
arranged in different groups, which detach themselves 
in accordance with their natural dispositions and actual 
circumstances. On the one hand we have Lear and his 
family, with Kent and the Fool, on the other, Gloster, with 
his two sons Edgar and Edmund. This natural order is 
disturbed by the will and characters of the different 
personages ; heg|in, Goneril, and Cornwall tear them- 
selves away from Lear and Cordelia; Edmund rises in 
enmity against father and brother; the realm of light 
separates itself from the region of darkness. The two old 
men, although powerless, and henceforth passive, continue 
to be the mainsprings of the machinery, which they ori- 
g naTy set in motion, owing to their \^ay of thinking and 
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acting. Cordelia and her husband, Kent and Edgar, unite 
in their assistance ; while Edmund, Goneril, Began, and 
Cornwall are allied against them. Midway between 
both parties stands Albany, at first undecided and 
wavering — like grey between white and black — but 
finally, when startled out of his inactivity, he becomes 
the decisive representative of the invincible power of 
justice and morality. The action and counteraction of 
these groups lead, with a certain degree of internal 
necessity, to the further development of the plot and 
the succession of its chief incidents. Lear’s fate is, 
in reality, already determined by the first scene, by the 
division of his kingdom and the banishment of Kent and 
Cordelia. This scene has met with the severest censure ; 
it has been called entirely wanting in motive, childish and 
absurd. And certainly if Tioar, in dividing his kingdom, 
actually had the intention of meting out what was due to 
each daughter, according to the degree of her assurances 
of love, his conduct could scarcely bo characterised in 
other terms. But this was obviously not his intention, fur, 
as a somewhat closer examination will prove, Lear had 
long since determined to abdicate and to divide his king- 
dom between his daughters ; nay, he had even partially 
carried out his intention. This is clearly evident from the 
first words with which the play opens, and which Shak- 
speare would certainly not have placed in so prominent 
a position, at the head of the whole, without some object. 
Upon Kent’s remark : ‘ I thought the king had moro 
affected the ]3uko of Albany than Cornwall,’ Gloster 
replies : ‘ It did always seem so to us : but now, in the 
division of the kingdom, it appears not which of the dukes 
he values most; for ecjualities are so weigh’d that curiosity 
in neither can make choice of either s moiety.’ The divi- 
sion, accordingly, had already been decided upon, it was 
already settled, and accurate calculations had been made 
as to what, and how much each daughter was to receive. 
This is expressly confirmed by the king himself, almost 
in the first words he utters, for h6 calls for a map, upon 
which the boundaries of the territory settled upon each 
daughter had been marked off, and in consulting the map 
says : ‘ Know, that we have divided, in three, our king- 
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dom.* The division had, therefore, already been made, 
and when he adds : * We have this hour a constant will to 
publish our daughters’ several dowers, that future strife 
may be prevented now,* ho himself again expressly says 
that in ‘ this hour ’ he merely intends publicly to make 
known a decision which he had long since thought of and 
determined upon. The double reference to the firmness of 
this decision {His our past intent^ our constant will) intimates 
that remonstrance and considerations had been I'aised 
against it (by Kent or Gloster?), but that these had 
proved of no avail. In face of these fiicts and unequi- 
vocal explanations, it certainly docs sound like a pure 
contradiction that Lear — after having mentioned Bur- 
gundy’s and the King of Franco’s suit for Cordelia’s hand 
— should suddenly, and without any transition, address 
his daughters in the words : 

“ Tell m(', my daughters 
(Since now we will divest us, both of rule, 

Interest of terrifory, cares of state;. 

Which of you sliuH wc say doth love us most ? 

That we our largest b«)unty may cxteTul 
Where nature doth with merit challenge.** 

However this demand, and especially the last words — 
which are the cause of the usual misinterpretation of the 
scene — cannot possibly have been meant seriously; for, 
a})art from the circumstance that they contradict the facts 
adduced, Lear himself does nut act in accordance with 
them, but does the very opposite. Directly after Goneril 
has spoken, before Kogan and Cordelia have expressed 
their sentiments, and pointed out the higher degree of 
their love, Lear, in pointing to the map, gives Goneril 
her portion : ‘ of all these hounds, even from this line to 
this .... wo make thee lady.’ And in the same way 
Kogan receives her settled portion without regard to the 
assurance of her love, which is even more exaggerated 
than that of her sister, and before Cordelia has uttered 
a word. Obviously, therefore, the whole demand was but 
a freak of the imagination, which Lear did not mean to 
take into serious consideration, but which it occurred to 
him to make merely so as to fill up the time till the return 
of Gloster, who had been dispatched to fetch the Duhe 
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of Burgundy and the King of France about whose suil 
Lear had just been speaking. The concealed motive (»f 
this freak and the carrying it into eHect was probably 
Lear’s wish -by an open and public assurance of liis 
daughters’ love and piety — to convince himself that his 
abdication could be of no danger to himself, and that the 
doubts about its propriety were unfounded. Perhaps, also, 
the demand wjis made with the intention of giving a 
semblance of reason to his determination to favour his 
daughter Cordelia in the division (which determination 
he clearly intimates in the words : ‘ Now, our joy, though 
our last and least, what can you say, to draw a third more 
opulent than your sister?’) and to lesson the reproach of 
the unequal division of the kingdom. Lear is, therefore, 
all the more astounded by the severe, abnipt earnestness 
with which Cordelia takes the subject and positively 
refuses to give the desired declaration. He asks her 
repeatedly in amazement, to speak again, ‘to mend her 
speech,’ but when she explains to him who demands love, 
what her duty is, and that when she marries, her husband 
will carry half her duty and love with him (a not even 
quite true conce])tion, as the love for a father and the love 
for a husband do not by any means exclude each other) 
he is overcome by the vehemence of his temperament and 
overpowered by his suddenly aroused anger (which, as 
Goneril afterwards observes, he was never able to curb 
even in liis better and j^ounger years). In his rage ho 
disinherits and banishes Cordelia, and thereby at the same 
time incurs the apparent reproach of having seriously had 
the foolish intention of distributing his ‘ bounties,’ ac- 
cording to the degree of his daughter’s oratorical clever- 
ness and fair speaking. 

But although, accordingly, this so-called absurd conduct 
of Lear’s appears in reality based upon a good motive and 
to be perfectly intelligible, still the reason why the poet 
describes the disputed scene so rnuch^ in detail is not 
directly contained in it. The scene — apart from what it 
directly represents — possesses another and more general, 
symbolical meaning; it is the symbol, the concentrared 
expression of Lear’s entire way of thinking and acting, 
such as was the necessary result of his character, his heart, 
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and the nature of his paternal love with its internal 
contradiction : it is a symbolical act which exhibits bear’s 
whole preceding life in a concise form. The character < f 
the future is self-evident from the nature of this past. 
After Lear has disinherited Cordelia and rendered Kent 
outwardly powerless by sentencing him to banishment, 
after Edgar has fled to escape Gloster’s anger, the two old 
men fall victims to the caprice and wickedness of their 
opponents. Blow is followed by blow till their misery 
reaches its highest possible pitch; when family life, the 
foundation of all morality, is as utterly destroyed as in 
the present case, when, as Gloster complains and Edgar 
also says, not only hero but throughout the land ‘love 
cools, friendship falls off, brothers divide; in cities, 
mutinies ; in countries, discord ; in palaces, treason ; and 
the bond cracked ’twixt son and father’ — the power of 
evil must then necessarily celebrate its most complete 
triumph. It is only after this that the turning point can 
bo expected. Cordelia appears with a French army, and 
Lear and Gloster find at least outward peace, the former 
under the protection of his daughter, the latter under the 
guidance of his son Edgar. Still, the foi'eujn ])ower from 
without cannot check the internal disorders, nor can it 
restore the severed ties of family and the state. It is 
from within that the new order has to grow forth. Cordelia, 
who has thoughtlessly neglected expressly to state that 
she has not taken uj) arms for France against England, 
but for her father against his unnatural daughters — is 
therefore defeated; her undertaking fails.' And yet 
Goneril and Began, Edmund and Cornwall cannot remain 
the victors; vice and iniquity cannot be allowed to have 
the final triumph. Cornwall, accordingly, is murdered by 
his own attendant, and his fall ju^oves the first step 
towards restoration ; the one brother falls by the hand ol 
the other, one sister is poisoned by the other, unmasked 
and condemned, to perish mis* rably by suicide. Such are 
the inevitable results of the dissolution of all natural and 
moral ties in conse(iuence of the destruction of the family 
life ; herein we see the blind, self-destructive })ower of evil. 
The guiding hand of divine justice gives its assistance, 
and the officious villain of a steward is delivered up into 
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Edgar’s hands. This leads to the discover}^ of the treason, 
and Albany is thereby induced to take decisive measures 
against his own wife and the party he had hitherto 
represented. All this follows with a certain degree of 
internal necessity. 

But this murder of Cordelia— this Veiled angelic form 
with the tender beauty of her loving, maidenly soul, and 
yet so manly in lier resolution and self-reliance, with her 
deep; peacelul heart which is so strong and pure in feeling, 
with her silent love and self denial, with her heroic loyalty 
— docs her death not seem like that of an innocent victim, 
and, though not without a motive, does it not, however, 
appear unreasonable and devoid of all internal necessity ? 
It certainly does seem so; and yet when more carefully 
examined, it is evident that Cordelia did not, from the 
beginning, stand upon that height of pure love and devo- 
tion, of self-control and self-denial, to which she subse- 
quently rises. 8he too, like all Shakspeare’s characters, 
is not a pure, ideal form, but undergoes an inner develop- 
ment, a process of purification. Cordelia has inherited 
something of her father’s hasty temperament, of his 
pride and self-will. Shocked at the hypocrisy and dis- 
simulation of* her sisters, too proud even to endure the 
semblance of it, as if she too wanted to win favour and 
interest by similar flattering speeches and declarations 
of love (by ‘ such a tongue that 1 am glad I have not, 
though not to have it hath lost me in your liking ’), she, 
in the excitement of the moment, meets her father with 
undutiful defiance, and answers his loving questions with 
undeniable harshness and abruptness, in place of afiec- 
tinnately huniouiing his weakness. This she was not 
justified in doing, even though she did not understand his 
behaviour and thought his conduct foolish. She is as well 
aware of the violence, the impetuosity and domineering 
spirit of her father’s nature, as Goneril, and yet she con- 
tinues— regardless of his repeated entreaties to consider 
what she is saying — to reply in her obviously offensive and 
provoking manner, and finally to give an explanation 
which could not but irritate him even more, as it contained 
a distinct reproach against hi nself and his demands. 
What she must have expected, must have foreseen, occurs ’ 
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Loar bursts out into a fit of rage ; she does nothing to 
check it, to calm it, she lets its full force fall upon her. 
By this, however^ she draws upon her own head a share 
of the great misery which must follow upon her being dis- 
inherited, and which, with some little thoughtfulness, she 
might have foreseen ; nay, to a certain extent she is chiefly 
to blame for the whole of the terrible catastrophe : it 
could not possibly have happened had she not been dis- 
inherited and banished. By her own fault, therefore, she 
has become entangled in the tragic fate which is lianging 
over her father’s house; she herself called it forth and 
has, accordingly, also to fall with it. Her transgression, 
when compared with the misdeeds and crimes of those 
around her, does indeed appear next to nothing; she has, 
certainly, atoned for it by the tenderest love and devo- 
tion with which she hurries to the assistance of her aged 
father, and by which she saves, tends and cures liiin. 
But it was she who unfettered the power of evil, and, con- 
sequently, she too is drawn along by it amid the general 
destruction. And yet her tragic fall does ]iot appear at 
all in proportion with the degi ee of her wrong doing. 
But who will blame the poet for being of the opinion that 
it is a nobler fate to suffer death to save a father, than 
to live in the remembrance of the terrible horrors which 
have fallen upon her home, and in which she has been 
partly to blame? Or for his having referred the solution 
of the incongruity, between the wrong-dt)ing and the con- 
sequent evil — which, in this worhl, so frequently remains 
unsolved — to a future state of existence, and for having 
considered a death such as Cordelia’s not as a misfortune, 
but as the mere point of transition to a better existence? 

The characters next in importance to Coidelia s in 
inward beauty, in nobility of sentiment, in self-sacriticing 
love and devotion, are those of Kent and the h\)ol. In no 
other case has Shakspeare placed the Fool by profession — 
this despised appeildago of an aristocratic household of his 
day— in so high a position or bronght him tbrward so 
prominently ; in no other case has ho put the comic element 
in such close and direct proximity with the tragic, as in 
this drama 

But, in place of this even momentarily disturbing 
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the tragic effect, Shakspeare has rather contrived to in* 
cre^ise and Btrengtheii it. Not only is the wisdom of the 
Fool a striking foil to the folly of the King which proves 
so serious in its consequences; not only does it reflect the 
manner of thought and action of the other characters, and 
by this very reflex throw a stronger light upon the truth, 
which the poet considers of so much importance, but the 
humour of the Fool, at tho same time, mirrors the whole 
depth of tho spirit upon which, in fact, the tragic concep- 
tion of life is based. By means of this humour — which 
looks upon all life with contempt— the Fool, as it were, 
plays with the tragic pathos. Suffering and enjoyment, 
happiness and unhappiness are the same to him ; he even 
makes sport with the heart-rending fate which befalls him, 
because ho places himself beneath its blows. It is, how- 
ever, by this very means that he appears to have attained 
to that which is the object of tragic art, tho elevation of 
the mind over suffering and misfortune ; this is, so to say, 
personified in him. It is this which exalts humour even 
to the sublime, and- which places it on a level with the 
dignity of the tragic. Although fully conscious of the 
thorough earnestness and great importance of life, still 
he can carry on his jocose game with the great and solemn, 
us well as with tlie trivial and light side of life, because, 
in fact, he is raised above both. It is certainly surprising 
that the poet ascribes such greatness and piofuiidity of 
mind to a man who, of his own accord, has chosen the 
degraded ])rofession of a hired merry-maker. But Sliak- 
speare is fond of striking contrasts, from tho very fact 
of their being pre-eminently dramatic ; moreover, to one 
who looks upon life in general as of little or no im])ort- 
ance, his external position in it is of less importance still ; 
he knows that, as a Fool, his way of thinking, and his 
view of life, is looked upon by wise people, as pure 
folly, consequently he wdll prefer tho low^cst position (that 
of the privileged Fool), because it giv6s him the right to 
lasfi this very wisdom and to throw tho clearest light 
upon his own views. ( )n the other hand, it is only through 
tho tragic fate of tho King and his deep, sincere love for 
him, that the Fool rises to that highest point of humoui’, 
which he had scarcely occupied before, and which he might 
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never have reached without this lever. Accordingly, liis 
love for Lear is the spring which fructifies his mind and 
wit, and is the st^y and strength of his life ; he therefore 
departs from this life with a witticism on his lips whicli 
refers to it : ‘ I’ll go to bed at noon,’ these arc his last 
words, llis heartfelt sorrow for Cordelia and his helovod 
King, has broken his heart ; ho dies, when his master has 
become insane ; his occupation is at an end when In; can 
no longer be of assistance or speak the truth to him wlio 
was the sun of his life. This sun, it is tiue, is still 
standing in the heavens, it is not yet evening, but its light 
is obscured and so the mirror Avhich he had to hold uj) to 
it, can no longer reflect any imago. Thus, iu)t only does 
the character, but the very fate of the Fool a])pears most 
closely interwoven with the fundamental theme of the 
whole drama -the ti*agic power and significance of love. 

It may, however, be asked why the Foul and his 
humour are, in this tragedy, i^laced so decidedly and pro- 
minently in the foreground. On the one hand, because 
the weight of the tragic pathos, whi(;h, in the present ease, 
lies with peculiarly crushing force uynm the minds of tlio 
spectators, threatening utterly to crush them, is in need of 
a softening counterpoise ; on the other hand, because such 
a terrible disturbance of all moral rcFtions, such a d(;ep 
degradation of human nature, as is manifested in tl ui 
unnatural and inhuman conduct of Began, Goneril and 
Edmund, generally calls forth humour and a liuiiiui’ons 
view of life in a deep, contomi dative and medibitive nature 
like that of the Fool. Lastly, it must not he over- 
looked that the j)uet lias also contrived t(j use the Fool's 
Immour as a motive for tlie tragic cvolnt.ion of the jdot. 
Eor it is evident that Lear’s insanity is partly occasioned 
by the strange, fantastic ideas, with which the Fool eon- 
stantly-keeps lashing the King’s folly ; with these Fidgars 
assumed madness co-operates even more effectually. | 

The King’s insanity, as Sol gar very rightly remiims us. is 
not merely justified by psychological reasons ; it would be 
objectionable did it not also possess its poetical justification 
in the organism of the work of art, as such. For, in tiie 
present case, it is not, as in ‘ Hamlet ’ and ‘ Macbeth,’ a 
STi])ordinate, even though important ^lerson, who loses his 
VOL. 1. • 2 c; 
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reason and is thus rendered utterly incapable, here it is the 
hero of the drama, the centre, the chief bearer of the tragic 
pathos, whose mind becomes deranged. This apparent con- 
tradiction can be solved only if we conceive family life, in 
the full depth of its ethical significance, as the basis upon 
which the drama is founded. Taken in this sense the firm- 
ness of the family bond is the principal, the most important 
and most inviolable condition of all mental and moral 
culture. If this bond is irreparably tom asunder, and the 
foundation of human existence thereby destroyed, then the 
destruction must be exhibited both internally and ex- 
ternally. It is distinctly exhibited here, externally by the 
breaking up of all human relations, by the fruitless struggle 
of good against evil ; internally and subjectively it attains 
its climax in the mental disturbance of the King, whose 
person forms the subjective centre of the whole. His 
madness is the breaking up of the natural relation sub- 
sisting between the inner world of the mind, and the 
outer, visible world, so that the two domains flow into 
each other ; the mere idea (imagination) becomes an 
objective phenomenon, the latter turns into a mere 
idea, consequently into the most thorough, most in- 
cisive contradiction, that is, into the deepest internal 
derangement. The contradiction, in Lear’s nature, the 
combination of love and selfishness, of tender devotion and 
domineering self-will, of self-sacrifice and pretension, have 
already been discussed. ^J’his contradiction, so to say, lies 
dormant in unconscious directness, till it is awakened by 
the behaviour of his daughters ; Lear, aroused out of his 
delusion by their conduct, suddenly finds his whole 
world in a destructive state of discord, the substance of 
his consciousness, confused and destroyed. For his heart, 
with its strong, selfishly-loving feelings, was his world ; 
this is evident, not only in his conduct towards his 
daughters, but also in his sincere affection for his constant 
companion, the Fool, who is as much ''his friend as his 
servant. It was, however, more particularly his love for 
his daughters, that formed the tie by which his soul was 
attached to the outer world, and which — in his old age, at 
all events — was the only link to the outer world. But 
this love had become most deeply interwoven with his 
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love of dominion ; he gave up his kingdom only in order 
to continue to rule through thorn. When this tie snaps, 
this throne collapses, he loses himself in the world around 
him ; what had seemed to him absolute truth, is now a 
delusion ; what he had considered real, objective existence, 
what had been his world, proves itself an illusion ; ho 
loses the consciousness of the certainty of Self, as well as 
that of the certainty of actual reality, and error and 
truth, imagination and knowledge, ideal and real, flow one 
into the other, in short, his mind becomes deranged. And 
inasmuch as this contradiction in Lear has its seat in the 
inmost centre of his heart, in the nature of his love, and 
is not called forth (as in Glostcr*s case by an external act), 
he alone is seized by madness, and old Gloster remains 
unaffected by it. It is only in Lear’s case th.at mind and 
heart, that the sovereignty over the world of his thoughts 
and feelings, as well as over external existence, have 
become completely fused into one ; it is only Lear, in 
‘ every inch a king,’ who has accustomed himself to be 
absolute master. Although, in boundless love, ho gives up 
everything, yet he wants to measure love according to his 
own estimate of it ; he wants to be master of it also, and it 
is love that shall establish liis dominion. Even after this 
visionary empire is overthrown, ho still wants to command ; 
he struggles with the elements, he intends, at all events, 
to remain master of his sufferings and of his fate ; he is 
still determined to bo considered master. It is in this 
struggle that he exhausts his strength ; external cir- 
cumstances, the fearful storm to which he is exposed, 
his meeting with Edgar, the cutting speeches of the Fool, 
all these things are added and exercise tlieir physical and 
psychical influences upon his already enfeebled nature. 
Lastly, a mind like his could scarcely be saved, otherwise 
than by madness ; thus only could the conciliatory element 
of the tragic pathos bo manifested. It is only after his 
defiant, pretentious, domineering nature, his self-will, pride 
and egotism in love were, so to say, extinguished in the night 
of madness, and broken within himself, that he could bo 
brought to humility — the mother of all love — and that love 
itself could become glorified in him. Accordingly, the 
psychological motives in the character of l^ear are so 
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intimately connected with the artistic reasons upon which 
the organism of the drama is founded, that the King’s 
madness appears equally justified from ^hoth points of 
view. 

It is with great skill, lastly, that Shakspeare has here 
also contrived to place the special in the most lively 
interaction with what is general ; here also he has con- 
trived to bring tlie private and family affairs of his 
dramatic personages in connection with general, political 
and social conditions. As in ‘Romeo and Juliet,’ the 
state of the popular mind and the character of the time is 
reju’esented by the interference of the people and of the 
Rriiice in the course of events, and in ‘ Othello ’ by the 
j.aiticipation of the army and of the Senate of Venice in 
the fortunes of the hero, so, in the present case, the same 
is attained, partly by express references to the social and 
moral condition of the country, partly by exhibiting the 
dissensions in the kingdom which wore occasioned by 
Lenar’s and Glostcr’s misfortunes, and which, at one time 
take the King’s i)art, and then that of his adversaries. 
Lear is depicted, not only as the head of a family, but also 
as the head of the state, the ruler of a great nation. 'Ihe 
more strongly and directly, therefore, his family relations 
influence the condition of the whole country, the stronger 
.‘iiid more clearly is the universal significance of his family 
bond set forth. The tragedy shows how, directly, the 
st.'ite of whole countries, and the fate of whole nations is 
dependent upon the morality or immorality of fiimily life; 
the drama is thus made the mirror of history, ‘the 
]>ressuro’ of the ‘body of the time,’ not merely in its ideal 
substance, but externally as well, by the course of the 
(?vents represented. It is, at the same time, obvious why 
the poet has expressly placed the scene of but this one of 
his five great tragedies, in a dark, wild age, which is as 
yet only struggling for order and law, and whose distin- 
guishiiig character is not indeed maniVested in outward 
forms, habits and customs, etc. — here, as in all cases, 
they bear the impress of the sixteenth century — but cer- 
tainly manifested in the mind and nature of his dramatic 
personages and more especially in their moral conduct. 
iSucli wide-spread and deep-rooted dissension which corrupts 
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the principal and noblest families of the land, such an un- 
natural revolt against the first, natural demands of the 
moral law, can* appear consistent only with an age when 
man is still in a condition where the full power of rude, 
unbridled desires predominates, and whore a titanic strife 
still stands in opposition to order and law. But the poet 
in a beautiful manner, at the same time intimates that 
this wild, disturbed and ruined world longs for recon- 
ciliation and peace — for instance in Gloster’s words 
(iv. 6) : 

“ 0, you mighty gods ! 

This world I do rcnoimce ; and, in your sights, 

Shako patiently my groat aflliction otf,’’ etc.; 

and still more so in Albany’s exclamation (iv. 2) : 

“ If that the heavens do not their visible spirits 
Send quickly down to tamo those vile oftbnocs, 

’Twill come : 

Humanity must perforce prey on itself, 

Like monsters of the deep.” 

Owing to the great variety of characters, it would 
lead me too far wore I to enter into a discussion of each of 
the separate personages. There is, upon the whole, no 
difficulty in understanding them, and, I think, that for 
my object hero, I have sufficiently shown (although only 
by way of hints) how the action, with a certain internal 
necessity, grows forth not only out of the ideal foundation 
of the whole, but also out of the nature and the pecu- 
liarity of the characters, and again, how every character 
lives, acts and receives its destiny in accordance with the 
position it occupies in regard to the moral power of the 
family bond, as the, so to say, over-ruling power of fate. 
Also as regards the diction, I need perhaps scarcely draw 
attention to the fact of how closely it is connected with 
the character o^ the dilferent s])eaker8, — not merely in 
single words and expressions, but that it also harmonises 
with the spirit of the whole, being itself, as it were, a 
whole. This harmony results principally fi om the fact 
that the peculiar colouring and the characteristic rhythm 
of the diction appear in general determined by the cha- 
racter and the tragic pathos of - King Lear. Accordingly 
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there runs through the whole piece a peculiar tone, which 
sounds to mo like the melancholy cry of a heart-rending 
sorrow, of a vain, fierce striving and* struggling ; — 
I mean that while the language of most of the other 
tragedies (‘ Komeo and Juliet,’ ‘ Othello,’ ‘ Macbeth,’) 
boars the impression — though variously modified — of a 
stormy, passionate agitation, which involuntarily carries 
one away with it without producing any lasting eifect, in 
the present case it appears pathetic par excellence^ that is, 
it possesses a heart-rending, affecting, and overwhelming 
power, which stirs the strings of our souls into a less 
violent, but long-enduring state of vibration. 

Ah regards the composition, and, in the first place, the 
external arrangement of the parts, it appears in the first 
acts, as consistent as it is clear and intelligible, in spite of 
the great wealth of material which is exhibited from the 
very beginning. Directly, from the first two scenes, we 
foresee the course of the action up to the middle of its 
path. Regan and Goneril on their part, and Edmund on 
his, announce their intentions, and these intentions, under 
the given circumstances, cannot miss their mark. With 
Cordelia’s return, however, there arises a certain degree of 
indistinctness and uncertainty ; in addition to the already 
existing threads of the plot, wo have the intrigues of 
Goneril and Regan against each other, their plots against 
Albany, and Edmund’s relation to both the former and 
the latter. Thus the various threads, to bo carried on, 
have become too many for there not to bo some compli- 
cation among one another, or some confusion in the mind 
of the spectator. Moreover strict criticism must maintain 
it to be a fault that, at the moment of the greatest 
complication, a kind of stand-still arises in the action, 
where the spectator is in momentary doubt as to its 
furtlier progress and final issue. It is only when Cor- 
delia is defeated and taken prisoner witji Lear, that the 
course of the action again proceeds with that firm, sure, 
irresistible progress of inevitable fate, which tragedy 
delights in and demands. From this point we have 
throughout every scene a glimmering of the end, that is, 
of Cordelia’s and Lear’s death, of Edmund’s fall and Regan’s 
and Goneril’s destruction. The external composition— 
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accordingly — does not, it is true, possess that sharpness, 
regularity and transparency of arrangement which dis- 
tinguishes the, pi ay of ‘Othello, but nevertheless we 
cannot but admire Shakspeare’s skill in spinning out the 
manifold threads of an extremely rich and exceedingly 
complicate action. 

To make up for this, the internal composition, the deve- 
lopment of the leading thought, the fundamental concep- 
tion upon which the inner organic unity of the drama is 
based, is all the more clear and perfect. The tragedy 
shows us — as already intimated^the peculiar form which 
human life assumes when conceived within the tragic con- 
ception of life, from the stand -point of the family relation 
and its high ethical and general significance. The poet 
wishes to give us a vivid picture of how the domestic 
circle — this chief and firmest bond of human society, 
morality and happiness — snaps asunder and becomes a 
succession of misfortunes and miseries, if its foundation, 
purity of heart and free unconditional love, is eaten away 
and undermined in the heads of the family themselves by 
a tragic contradiction in its inner nature (as in Lear), 
or by frivolity and weakness of character (as in Gloster). 
This thought is reflected not only in the fate of Lear and 
Gloster and their families, but is also more than usually 
prominent in all of the secondary parts. For the tie 
between parents and children is based upon marriage 
and the lelation of betrothed persons, and this again 
is the basis of the marriage and betrothed state of 
the children. This is why significant rays of light are 
also thrown from the centre upon these two civilising 
influences of human life; this is why the relation in 
which Kegan and Goneril stand to their husbands, as 
well as the true, pure aftcction of the King of France 
for Cordelia — in contrast to Burgundy’s false courtship — 
are no superfluous additions to the action. Goneril’s and 
Eegan’s marriages are merely the reflex of their behaviour 
to their father. Such daughters are incapable of being 
wives in the true sense of the word, or of founding a 
family ; as they have ill-treated their father, so they will 
deceive their husbands, and by adultery will destroy the 
beginning of family life in its very bud. Kegan lias 
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found a husband of the same mind as herself— Comwall 
voluntarily enters into her plans and actions and thus 
shows us how the internal corruption of the parent-family 
spreads and passes over from the daughter to the son -in- 
law ; his marriage with Kegan is the union of two equally 
violent, corrupt natures, and, consequently is torn asunder 
in a violent manner. Albany, on the other hand — who, 
it is true, disapproves of his wife’s conduct, but docs not 
at first venture to check it— is an example of that in- 
decision and incompleteness of the moral character, into 
w'hich persons of genuine goodness of heart (but wanting 
in unusual energy) fall, owing to the confusion of all natural 
relations. Ilis marriage with Goneril is a union of two en- 
tirely diflcj'ont natures, and therefore will likewise not bo 
enduring. Edmund also, by his faithless conduct towards 
began and Goneril (with both of whom ho feigns to be in 
love) ])roves how incapable hois of forming a true marriage 
and of thus forming a family. Kent’s friendship, likewise, 
is not entirely without reference to the leading motives 
of the composition; for true friendship is also a part of 
lainily life, inasmuch as it is its support and anchor in 
times of adversity. It would bo too heavy a burden for 
the head of a family to bear his own weight and that of 
wife and child, without such assistance. This is why 
the poet places K^ent’s genuine, self-sacrificing love for 
l.ear in such strong contrast to Gloster’s tardy, hesitating 
alfection. 

. In conclusion I will now only draw attention to the 
dee]dy significant and beautiful way, in which the end, 
which is as affecting as it is exalting, serves to express the 
1‘undamental thought of the whole, as well as Shakspeare’s 
own idea of tragedy. Gloster repents and atones for his 
faults ; after his vain attempt to commit suicide, in order, 
like a coward to relieve himself of the burden of life, ho 
submits and suffers, because, in fact, man has to submit, 
that is, has to allow himself to bo cJaasteAed and purified. 
'J’he salvation of his soul is that his heart breaks in the 
arms of his long-lost son, who repays the father’s injustice 
Avith filial love ; this last earthly joy shakes the dross from 
his soul, and it now turns heavenwards in clearness and 
purity. The weary Kent goes to his rest; he, with his 
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sterling, vigorous but rugged virtue, has loved, struggled, 
and suffered enough ; his softened heart now longs fur 
rest and peace. ,Edniund, in his last moments, confesses 
his evil doings and seeks to make all the amends in his 
power. ‘Yet Edmund was beloved!’ beloved^ in spite of 
illegitimacy, disgrace, and sellishness ; these comforting 
words move his very soul and cast upon him a semblance 
of the divine power of love; we may assume that he 
closes his existence with a sigh of repentance. It is only 
the unnatural daughters — who have no excuse in dis- 
honour of birth, nor have suffered injustice to their rights, 
who were not urged on by their own nature, but by their 
own pleasure in vice and destruction - who perish one 
by the hand of the other, without remorse and without 
consolation, a very contrast to Coidelia’s noble, blissful 
death for the sake of her father. Lear’s deranged mind, 
the contradiction in his love, terminates in a mortal sigh 
for Cordelia’s loss ; this anguish proves the sincerity, and 
gives worthy expression to the fulness and the intensity 
of the love which animates his heart. Inasmuch as the 
feeble sparks of his life are extinguished by it, his love is 
cleared of the dross of its earthly existence, and ascends 
to heaven purified and glorified. Lear, in his extreme 
humiliation and need (where ho can no longer give, and 
can only receive), has recognised the true nature of love, or 
rather ho has learned and lived to see that love does not 
consist of words and actions, of gifts and counter- gifts, but 
of feeling and sentiment, the BJicrifice of one's inmost self. 
Ilis sufferings have cleared his heart of all self-will, all love 
of dominion, he has become so completely one with the 
object of his love that he dies with it, as, latterly, he had 
lived only in it. Gloster’s death in Edgar’s arms, Lear’s 
breathing his last with the corpse of Cordelia in his arms, 
is the necessary conclusion to the tragic development. 
For the internal contradiction, out of which it arose, is 
thereby solved ; l<ivo has subdued it, and in its triumph 
over the hostile powers, by surviving want and death, it 
proves its sanctifying and blessed omnipotence. With 
this victory the tragic pathos loses its depressing influ- 
ence, and changes into the elevating feeling of a ger tlo 
death and blissful peace. 
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Shakspeare’s ‘King Lear’ may — as Gervinus thinks, 
though not exactly in his sense— be called the tragedy 
par excellence, the climax of tragic art wid tragic effect, 
to such a height does it carry the marvellous blending of 
softness, of intense and emotional feeling with the deeply 
pathetic, the awful and the terrible, which affect the soul 
with equal power from both sides. Gervinus justly asks 
whether — in the poetry of all tiriies and all nations — • 
anything more touching and more affecting for the stage 
was ever written, than the scene of recognition between 
Cordelia and the awakening Lear. But as little could 
any poem equal it in the exciting and overwhelming 
power of thos(3 scenes, where the aged king — thrust out 
into the fearful storms of night — combats with the raging 
elements, with the terrible anguish of his soul and with 
his approaching madness, till in the end he succumbs to 
his more powerful antagonists. It is^ however, just 
here, that there is an easily recognisable and hence 
often censured defect in this great work of art. Shak- 
spoaro, in allowing himself to be misled by the predilec- 
tion of his age and nation for scones of blood and horror, 
has carried the tragic effect to the height of what is 
repulsive and revolting. To have the scene whore Cornwall 
puts out Gloster’s eyes, rej^resented directly on the stage, 
can only arouse a feeling of disgust which has nothing in 
common with the idea of beauty, nor with that of gran- 
deur, power or sublimity, and which consequently can 
only impair the effect of the tragedy. Whether or not 
the nerves of Shakspeare’s public may have been of a 
stronger fibre than those of the present generation — it is 
not the bufsincss of art to consider strong or weak nerves, 
but to aim onl}^ at the strengthening, the refreshing and 
elevating of the mind and feelings, and such scenes do not 
effect this even in the case of the strongest nerves. A 
second defect has already been referred to. The main 
levers of the action and its tragic cours6' are contained in 
the first two scenes, in Lear’s conduct, Cordelia’s dis- 
inheritance and Edgar’s flight. And yet the decisive 
motives for both Lear’s and Mdgar’s proceedings are en- 
veloped in a certain degree of misty obscurity ; they can, 
indeed, as already said, be surmised with the aid of re- 
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flection, from interspersed hints and indications, but they 
are not brought distinctly forward. The actor’s skill, 
however, can remedy the defect by appropriate gestures, 
by special accentuation of those words, etc., containing 
the hints, and if we are to do Shakspeare justice we must 
never lose sight of the fact that ho wrote only for the 
stage, and might with safety calculate upon the in- 
telligent play of his fellow actors, who would meet him 
in his intentions, and whom he no doubt rehearsed in 
their respective parts. When well acted ‘The Tragedy 
of King Lear and his daughters, of Gloster and his Sons,’ 
(this is the original title) will, at the present day produce 
the same mighty effect, which we know it did on its 
first appearance. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

MaCI'.ETJJ. 

In ‘ Romeo and Juliet/ in M)the]lo/ and ‘ King Lear/ the 
drama keeps exclusively within the region of feelings and 
sentiments, of emotions and passions. The point of view 
from which it represents life and history is, to a certain 
extent, the simplest and most natural, so to speak, the 
patriarchal state of society, the first stage of human life, 
where the destiny of man appears directly dependent upon 
internal and external circumstances, and wh'"^ > the form 
and nature of Ihc earliest, primary, and orig’ relations 
of human society — courtship, marriage, anai^^ie fixmily 
circle — are oxi)ressod. It is not the will its pre- 

meditations, not the thought with its free and conscious 
activity, hut the direct sentiment, the want of free feeling 
— amounting to passion — ^which, iti these dramas, directly 
becomes the tragic action, and consequently the tragic 
destiny. Intention, deliberation, reflection appear only 
as subordinate motives of the tragic development, inasmuch 
as they do not so much belong to the characters of the 
principal persons in whom are manifested the power and 
significance of the tragic pathos, but rather to the actions 
of the secondary personages who stand the side, or are 
opposed to them as adversaries. / 

A diiferent point of view is taken by the poet in the 
case of ‘ Macbeth.’ Hero it is the will with its aims and 
objects, the manly deed with the often deeply hidden 
springs of its origin, and the deliberate nurposeness of its 
accomplishment, that form the chiel motives of the tragic 
development. The poem therefore qq^its the region of 
those natural, simple, and fundamental relations of human 
society, and enters into the more complicate relation be- 
longing to a different stage of human civilization, that of 
the state^ the foundation of which is the justice and morality 
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of external icorh, and winch, therefore, is no longer 
governed hy the gushing immediateness of feeling and 
])}i.ssion, but by the manly will, in its manifestation as the 
deliberate deed. This is the ground upon which the poet 
liero takes his position, in order therefrom to arrange his 
iragico-poctical picture ; it represents the lofty greatness of 
a manly, heroic energy of will and action, the tragic fall and 
ruin of which that forms its substance. The peculiar modifi- 
cation thus given to the general tragic view of things is 
then (as in the first three tragedies) still more definitely 
limited and shaded oft’ by the peculiar relations in the lives 
and characters of the principal i)ers<)nagos, as well as by 
the spirit and character of the time and nation in which 
the scene of the story represented is laid. 

The tragedy opens in an extraordijmry manner by the ap- 
pearance of the three witches, who flit across the scene and 
vanish after giving an obscure intimation of tlieij’ designs 
uj)on Macbeth. This opening, and indeed the wdiole of the 
witchery here introduced, has been censured by some as 
being a remnant of a degrading superstition, by otheivs 
as being un])ootical and inconsistent witli the nature 
of tragedy. The first objection is one of those prosaic 
views of the eighteenth century which, in rejecting the 
happily overcome superstition, at the same time threw 
overboard its poetical significance; the other is simply 
unreasonable, and is based partly ui)on an erroneous view 
as to the nature of tragedy, partly upon a superficial con- 
ception of the censured drama. If lofty energy of will 
and action be the field upon which the power of the tragic 
pathos is here manifested, then just this very o])ening and 
the introduction of the witches serves, at the beginning, 
to throw the clearest light on the tragic foundation upon 
which the drama is to bo constructed. The will of man is 
not absolutely free «eZ/-dotermination, with the full and 
clear consciousness of its motives; it is rather only con- 
difionally or relatively free, determined not merely by the 
definite, demonstrable influe) .ces of individual things (of 
which it becomes conscious), of special relations and cir- 
cumstances, but also by those dark, involuntary and 
unconscious influences, which are the result of the general 
position of affairs, the general character of the world of 
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man and surrounding nature, which fonns, so to say, the 
atmosphere in which it has its life and which affects its 
decisions. This atmosphere acts like air and moisture upon 
the seed of the determination ; it can hasten and mature it, 
so that it may shoot forth quickly as a germ ; it can, how- 
ever, also check and destroy it, so that it may never 
become a germ or merely obtain a stunted existence. If 
the general conditions and relations are favourably met 
by the instinct, the inclination, by the first embryonic, 
and as yet indefinite thought in the breast of man, then 
the inner impulse does not indeed necessarily become 
a determination, but it requires an incalculably greater 
strength of will and self-control to overcome the inclina- 
tion, and to lead the thought into another direction. Nay, 
it is frequently the external circumstances and relations 
which first awaken and develop the dormant inclination, 
without which man would perhaps never have become 
clearly conscious of it. 

This knowledge, or if it be preferred, this feeling of the 
connection between the human will and the outer world 
became Shakspeare’s, if not conscious, yet unconscious and 
instinctive motive for retaining in his tragedy the figures 
of the witches offered b}^ the old legend. He wished by 
the actions assigned to them and their chief, Hecate, not 
merely symbolically to point out the demoniacal power of 
ambition, to which the hero falls a victim, but they were, 
to him, at the same time, the allegorical expression of the 
mysterious interaction between the human will and the 
surrounding outer world ; to him they signify the power 
of evil^ which, by having struck root in man himself, also 
meets him — with tempting and seductive allurements 
— externally in the forces of nature, in accidental events, 
conditions, and relations ; they are to him the personifica- 
tions of those powers of nature and of the mind which 
mature the seed of the determination, aw^aken the dormant 
thought and excite the desires, powers Vhich sometimes 

E mt themselves to man as sudden phenomena from the 
of wonders, and which point out to him the road he is 
to follow. They, at the same time, represent the necessary, 
though dark and mysterious connection between what is 
evil, hideous, and destructive in nature and the moral 
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wickedness in man, a connection, the existence of which 
can indeed only be suspected, but which, therefore, excites 
the imagination all the more forcibly. The presentiment 
of this connection and the interaction between the two 
powers, gave rise to tlie ancient popular belief in the 
Devil and demons, as in the Middle Ages it induced the 
superstitious belief in witches and wizards. This belief 
— which since the end of the fifteenth century (with the 
beginning of the legal trials of witches) had become a 
matter of law, quite contrary to its own thoroughly 
spiritual, fantastico-symbolical nature, and had acquired a 
terrible, practical importance — Shakspeare has hero made 
use of, not merely as available for poetical purposes, but 
because he recognised its deep symbolical truth, perhaps, 
also, in order to point out its merely symbolical signi- 
ficance. His witches, therefore, are by no means mere 
inner visions, nor merely the ‘embodiment’ of inward 
temptation ; they are real, living creatures, but with more 
resemblance to the old Germanic Names ^ than to the 
mediaeval witches, they are not, as the popular belief 
would have it, ordinary old women of human origin, in 
ordinary human circumstances, but hybrid creatures, partly 
supernatural beings belonging to the night-side of this 
earthly existence, partly weird spirits who have fallen 
from their original innocence and are deeply sunk in evil ; 
at all events, something apart from the world of humanity, 
and at homo in a sphere partly above, partly below that 
of human life. Their nature, that is, the significance 
given them by Shakspeare, is distinctly shown by the way 
in which they take part in the action. They prophesy 
honours and dignities to the hero, and what they foretell 
comes to pass cither directly, or the fulfilment of their 
promises is left to futurity ; in other words, they represent 
the powers of chance and the favour of circumstances which 
raise the hero step by step in order, by the greatness that 
is granted him, tA awaken his desires for those greater and 
highest distinctions, which he does not as yet possess; 
more especially, however, in order to extinguish in Mac- 
beth’s soul the fear called forth by his quick, sensitive 
imagination (about the failure and dangerous consequences 
of the criminal deed), by their delusive description of the 
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happy issue, the acquisition of the royal dignity. After 
he has committed the crime and fallen into their trap, they 
— by promising him very special external .conditions, which 
are connected with his fall — gently rock him into that 
false security which does not let the criminal come to 
perfect sclf-consciousncss, and induces him to follow the 
path he has entered upon, to its extreme end. In other 
words, they represent the apparent favour of external 
circumstances, which promises the ovil-duer exemption 
from punishment and the undisturbed enjoyment of tljo 
wrongfully acepured possession. Accordingly, they are, 
in fact, the pm-sonified echo of evil, which resjionds, from 
nature and tlie genei*al condition of the outer world, to the 
evil in the breast of man; tliey call it forth and help it to 
come to .'I determination and action, and urge it forward on 
the road to evil. Ihit, it may be asked, why does the poet 
just in this tragedy give these powers (which nnu’c or 
less assert themselves everywhere) such an independent, 
significant form, and cause them so visibly to take part in 
the action? Not merely to be the motives of the deep fall 
of so great and noble a mind as Macbeth’s, but, at the same 
time, to lessen his (juilty and thus to retain our sj^mpatliy 
and the tragic pity whicdi might otherwise easily be 
turned into horror and disgust (by deeds such as are 
here exhibited), and consecpiently destroy the tragic im- 
pression. , 

After having by the appearance of the witches — as well 
as by the character of the half fabulous times in the far 
north and its corresponding grand, wild scenery — -indi- 
cated the point of vimv from which the drama is conceived, 
the poet then introduces the heralds of Macbeth’s glory 
and greatness. The mighty, victorious hero is presented 
to us in all his magnificence, even before we have ourselves 
seen him. However, Macbeth’s heroism, his heroic strength 
of will and energy already bear in themselves the germ 
of his ruin, the tragic contradiction, the conflict between 
right and wrong which forbodes mischief. For it is only 
true heroic greatness, the highest mental force and strength 
of will that should hold the highest power, the sceptre 
and the crown. These qualities ho possesses, whereas 
they are obviously wanting in the gracious Duncan^ 
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notwithstanding his other excellent qualities ; this is proved 
oven by the many rebellions against his government which 
ho, of his own strength, is incapable of mastering. But 
his external, positive right stands in hostile opposition 
to his internal justification, which is only capability, 
not a right. Duncan has the right to remain king, 
because, in fact, he is so by virtue of existing legal rela- 
tions. Nay, Macbeth even despairs of ever acquiring the 
kingly dignity, for Scotlana — according to the poet’s repre- 
sentation — is not legally and constitutionally an hereditary 
kingdom, but it has become the custom of the country 
that the son shall succeed the father. Thus, immediately 
after Macbeth’s victories, Duncan (as Shakspeare signifi- 
cantly tells us) proclaims his son Malcolm, Duke of Cum- 
berland, that is, as his successor. Macbeth, accordingly, can 
assert his inward claim to the throne — of which he is first 
made clearly conscious through the prophecy and flattering 
speeches of the witches — only by doing a wrong, by a 
crime. 

The personal discord in Macbeth's own character stands 
side by side with the existing discord between his ideal 
and real right to the throne. Macbeth’s is a lofty, glorious, 
and highly gifted nature. He strives for what is highest 
and greatest, from an internal sympathy for all that which 
is great. But in endeavouring to acquire it he, at the 
same time, has the wish to satisfy his own self, to 
possess what is highest, not only because it is high, but in 
order thereby to raise himself. His ardent desire to per- 
form great deeds is mixed with the desire for the fame of 
liis own name, for the eminent power and greatness of his 
own person. Up to the commencement of the drama he 
has kept this desire, this ambition under the discipline 
of the law ; as yet he has now'here gone beyond the lawful 
measure, that delicate line which preserves honour from 
becoming ambition, and distinguishes it from vice. Thus, 
at least, he is defoibed by his own wife, who must surely 
he the best judge. She places special emphasis on the 
discord in his nature, and says that he is ‘ too full o’ the 
milk of human kindness, to catch the nearest way,’ that he 
would be great ’ and is ‘ not without ambition,’ but without 
the ‘ illness.’ that should attend it, that what he wishes 

2 u 
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‘highly’ he wishes ‘holil} ’ that he would ‘not play 
false’ but yet would ‘wrongly win.’ This is Macbeth 
before his interview with the witches.* It is they who 
first determine in favour of that ‘illness,’ the slave of 
ambition, whose assistance he had hitherto despised ; it is 
their prophecies which first arouse in his breast the 
slumbering thought of royal dignity, their words which 
first fan the sparks of his ambition into a flame, and lead 
him to think of the murder (as is proved by the ‘ horror’ 
that seizes him at the thought of the king). It is first 
under their influence that the scarce born wish rapidly 
becomes a desire, the desire a resolve, the resolve a deed. 
And after the earnest warnings of his timid conscience 
(the proofs of his originally noble nature, which argue 
with such force that he is almost persuaded to yield to 
them) have been overcome by the stinging speeches of his 
proud, energetic wife — his superior in decision of charac- 
ter— the crime is actually committed, favoured by accident 
and opportunity, which in this case again agreeably meet 
both the wish and the resolve. The several incidents in 
its development are described with profound pyscho- 
logical knowledge; from the first horror at the mere 
thought of the revolting crime, to the last moment of its 
completion, where the warnings of conscience are forcibly 
stifled. The fearful voice: ‘Macbeth hath murdered 
sleep,’ which, directly after the crime, makes the murderer 
tremble to his very soul, gradually dies away. When 
the foul deed is once done, all consideration, all sense of 
shame and horror are immediately thrown aside ; Macbeth, 
who shortly before was in hesitation, in doubt, and, as it 
were, only driven on by his wife, now proceeds along the 
path he has entered upon independently and firmly, in no 
need of any spurring forward. The evil, after it has once 
taken root, rises suddenly to a terrible climax. Duncan's 
sleepy chamberlains are killed without actual necessity 
or reasonable motives; Malcolm and Donalbain, calum- 
niously charged with parricide, have to seek their safety 
in flight ; Banquo is murdered simply on account of the 
fear and jealousy excited by the happiness promised him ; 
Macduff’s wife and little ones, and all who in any way 
appear dangerous, fall victims to revenge and suspicion. 
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Macbeth seeks to stifle the anxious fears of his guilty 
conscience by a restless and untiring activity, which un- 
scrupulously heifeips crime upon crime in order to secure 
the unrightful possession. His conscience, in the silent 
hours of night, always arouses his sensitive imagination 
anew, and forces him perpetually to think of dangers, 
plots, horrors and awful scenes of every description, 
dangers which he again seeks to prevent by new crimes. 
This secret sting of conscience drives him ever deeper into 
the slough of sin, in the false hope that he may thus secure 
the crown which has been bought by blood, murder and 
treachery. Thus the universally admired hero becomes an 
all-abhorred tyrant, for 

“ Things bad begun make strong themselves by il) ” 

As attempts have been made to rob Macbeth of his 
manliness and heroic greatness, by maintaining that 
courage and bravery are not innate qualities of his nature, 
but mere expressions of his blood-thirstiness and cruelty, 
or, at all events, the mere results of excitement, passion 
and despair, so, on the other hand, it has been thought 
necessary to save Lady Macbeth’s womanliness by the 
supposition that she is not ambitious on her own account, 
but merely out of love for her husband. Both of these 
suppositions, in my opinion, are erroneous. As regards 
Macbeth, the unbiassed reader requires no proof of the 
poet’s having, in him, thought of a great and noble eha- 
racter, an heroic nature of the old northern power and 
bulk. Now Lady Macbeth is of the same heroic nature, 
of the same stuff, although in female form, consequently 
ioithout feminine devotion, without love. A species of love 
she no doubt has for her husband, but what can this species 
of love signify but that it is, in reality, no right love ? 
She is a woman who — owing to her capacity of rising to 
the enthusiasm of passion in order to attain a great object, 
and owing to Her eminent intellect, her firmness and 
decision of character, more especially the strength of mind 
with which she contrives to master her sanguine, choleric 
temperament and her violent impulses — has, inwardly, even 
njore of a natural vocation for ruling than Macbeth. Am- 
bition in her, therefore, takes more the form of love of 

2 II 2 
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dominion than thirst for honour (this is expressly stated 
by Holinshed in his Chronicle, which Shakspeare made 
use of, and is also intimated by Macbeth in hisdetter to 
his wife) ; this, in fact, lies in »the nature of woman ; a 
woman without love has a desire to rule, and a woman 
who wishes to rule, is incapable of loving, at least, as a 
woman, she loves her husband simply as an. equal. In 
this sense she loves and esteems Macbeth as the worthy 
partner of her strivings, as the strong, active accomplisher 
of their common plans, as a congenial mind of the same 
heroic nature as her own. But there can be no question 
about any other than this kind of love, either in her case 
or in Macbeth’s; it is evident that there is no sincere 
communion fjf souls, pure, disinterested personal devotion 
between them, either on her part or on his. This is clear, 
on the one hand, from the fact that Lady Macbeth — after 
her husband has risen to the throne, retires completely 
into the background (whether it be of her own accord or 
that she is ordered there by Macbeth) ; on the other hand, 
iVom the cold indifference with which Macbeth receives 
the news of her death. In short, her love for him, as his 
for her, is obviously based only upon their common mode 
( )f thinking, striving, and acting. H o respects and fears her 
reckless energy, and she knows very well that it is only 
with her husband that she can rule, only through him that 
she can reign. But for this very reason she not only 
considers herself justified in leading him according to her 
mind — as is proved in her monologue, after receiving the 
letter— but oven in denying her position as wife, her love 
and esteem for her husband, where the object which 
she is in pursuit of, and which she, at the same time, 
knows to bo his, demands it. For instance, in her conver- 
sation with Macbeth shortly before the murder of Duncan, 
as well as in the scene between Macbeth and Banquo’s 
ghost, her short, abrupt, but always apt^mode of speech, is 
sharp, cutting, and unsparing. For the object she has in 
view is to her of more importance than her husband ; she 
pursues it with all the means in her power, and wdthont 
consideration; to obtain it she would herself have com- 
mitted as cold-blooded a murder ; her own words are : ‘ Had 
he not resembled my father as he slept, I had done 't.'* 
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This is a significant trait injier character, and a proof that 
in her breast also, there lies concealed some drops of that 
‘ milk of human* kindness * of which, in her opinion, 
Macbeth^s heart is ‘ too full.* And, indeed, she is by no 
means a criminal from an inherent tendency to evil, on 
the contrary, her conscience would not permit her to do 
any wrong, that did not appear necessary for the great 
object. In order to do such deeds she has first to strengthen 
herself by artificial means (she drinks of the drugged wine 
which she gives the chamberlains ) ; moreover, she is 
capable of acting only while in the violent state of excite- 
ment, into which Macbeth’s letter and Duncan's arrival 
have thrown her. Therefore, when she sees that she does 
not acquire sovereignty with the throne (for Macbeth 
does not share it with her), and that the crown, acquired 
by murder and treachery, does not bring contentment 
either to him or to herself, but that the bloody seed con- 
tinues to produce new anxieties and fears, ever bloodier 
fruits, then her conscience awakens, is seized with the 
vehemence peculiar to her nature, and — alone with her own 
tormenting thoughts and her strong spirit, which when 
awake rules every word, every gesture— she succumbs to 
that mental disease in which (while asleep) she uncon- 
sciously betrays the fearful secret. In the end, with tho 
courage of despair, she falls by her own hand.* 

* The above sketch of the conception of the character of Lady 
Macbeth, I think, sufficiently explains her conduct in all points, in 
what she does and leaves undone, as well as her sulferings and death, 
especially if it be also assumed (which, indeed, is only a supposition) 
that she was a widow when Macbeth married her, and that she had 
children only in her first marriage, not by Macbeth — an hypothesis 
which H. Koster {Jdhrbuch der D, SJiakesp. Gesellschaft, i. p. 156 f.) 
has endeavoured to establish more in detail, and with which I, on iny 
part, agree. Still, it is a fault of the tragedy that the motives which, 
in the first instance, determine tho conduct of Lady Macbeth, are not 
clearly and distinctly brought forward, and that, accordingly, Lady 
Macbeth*s mental 4isturbancc, in its sudden, direct outburst, is not 
properly founded on her character and her state of mind. How- 
ever, I also agi c-e with H. Koster {l.e., p. 143 f.) in considering it very 
probable — from reasons adduced by him — that the tragedy has come 
down to us not in the genuine, original form in which Sbak8p(‘are left 
it, but only in a mutilated state, for the use of the stage, with great 
abbreviations, more especially in the first part. No wonder, therefore, 
that such entirely different conceptions of the character of Lady Mac* 



470 SHAKSPEiA«*S TRAGEDIES. [bOOK IT, 

In whatever way, however, the character of Lady 
Macbeth may be conceived and judged, at all events the 
fearful determination with which (undeterred by any 
consequences) she appears on the scene, and the equally 
fearful, equally reckless energy with which Macbeth 
pursues to the end the given path — after he has once 
entered upon it — possess something of that primitive 
grandeur, that titanic power, arrogance and wildness, by 
which Shakspeare has not only increased the impression 
of the tragic pathos, but by which he has also contrived 
to give a peculiar stamp to the character of the whole 
drama. This power, while obeying the law, was great 
and mighty on the road to what was good, but in evil, 
in all foul deeds, although retaining its outward force, 
its inner strength, its true support is broken. The evil 
into which Macbeth and his wife have fallen, in the end 
destroys itself; in the one case by the terrible mental 
disease which attacks the lonely, inactive woman, who 
is left with the horrible fancies of her sensitive imagina- 
tion, and distracted by her awakening conscience ; in the 
other, by Macbeth’s blind confidence in the deceptive oracu- 
lar speeches of the demoniacal creatures. As the latter were 
the first to drive the hero into crime, so they also prove 
the instruments of his punishment, the motives of his 
downfall. For their activity is nowhere only externally 
opposed to man, nowhere only a foreign power exercising 
force over the will. As their flattering promises are rather 
the concealed wishes of Macbeth’s own soul, so their cheer- 
ing words of consolation represent the cunning self-decep- 
tion which wrestles in the soul of the criminal, and keeps 
up his courage by fixlse hopes and delusive sophistries, 
until finally the deception becomes direct annihilation. 

The hardened criminal, who, as such, has no interest 
but in himself, is, in accordance with his nature, always 
solitary. Therefore, on the one side we have Macbeth 
and his wife, on the other — far apart — -*the nobles, the 
state, and the people. The progress of the action, accord- 
ingly, consists in the necessary and perpetually increasing 

beth have not only been formed, but that these various conceptions 
are possible, that is to say, appear more or less justihablo. 
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separation of the criminal from the world surrounding 
him, or, what is the same thing, in the fearful progression, 
with which the evil swells and grows from incident to 
incident, from action to action, till it attains its inevitable 
goal, i.e,, ruin and destruction ; and also, in the interaction 
between Macbeth’s personal history and that of the whole 
state. For if Macbeth and his wife are the tragic repre- 
sentatives of the power of human will and energy, in its 
full force and strength, and if the state is the sphere in 
which their greatness and power have to be manifested — 
if it, so to say, is the general, objective, lawfully active force 
of will and energy which is expressed in right and custom 
— then both sides must stand in a direct relation to one 
another. The ideal substance of the tragedy, accordingly, 
is not only exhibited in a double form, by the actions and 
fate of the two chief characters — who, though essentially 
alike are yet different as man and woman — but is, at tlio 
same time, also represented in the fate of the whole nation, 
in the course of the development of the political litO. As 
the inner discord in Macbetli’s character (after evil has 
obtained the upper hand) converts the victorious hero into 
a contemptible tyrant, a similar contradiction in the 
organism of the state, cjhanges it, in a corresponding ])ro- 
gression, into wild disorder and lawlessness. The develop- 
ment of the one side is, at the same time, the develop- 
ment of the other ; both proceed hand in hand. Macbeth 
could not have acquired the throne of Scotland, lior have 
maintuined himself upon it had not the nobles — the 
representatives of tlie state — from want of clear and 
firm consciousness of what was right, and in wretched 
indeci^ion and inactivity, neglected their duty. And as 
Macbeth, even l)eforo perpetrating the crime, bore 
within himself the cause of the crime so, no doubt, the 
state also was already standing on weak foundations even 
before Macbeth overthrew it ; for the king and the highest 
dignitaries of ^he kingdom were wanting in true moral 
energy, therefore in true political activity. This is proved 
with certainty by those internal rebellions and external 
attacks against Duncan’s government, to which the poet 
introduces us at the commencement of the piece. Macbeth’s 
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regicide is, so to say, but the flower and fruit of the 
mischief which was already fermenting in the interior of 
the state. It then breaks out externally as well and, 
while keeping pace with the decay of Macbeth’s heroic 
greatness, continues more and more to develop its 
destructive power. For this reason the poet places the 
Scottish nobles — MacdulF, Lenox, Rosse, Menteth, Angus, 
Cathness and their chief Banquo — in contrast to Macbeth, 
as representatives of the state and people; their mode of 
action, their at first siding with Macbeth, their treachery 
towards Malcolm (whom they themselves have acknow- 
ledged as the rightful heir to the throne, and now rob 
of his right upon a mere suspicion), their subsequent 
wavering and gradual desertion of Macbeth, determine 
and form the motives of the further course of the action. 
Malcolm and Donalbain, on the other hand, are the repre- 
sentatives of the royal power, the highest authority of 
right and morality, from which alone help, cure of the 
disease, and restoration of order can be expected ; accord- 
ingly it was necessary that, although sufferers in the 
general misfortunes, they should be saved from the danger 
wliich is threatening them. Thus every one of the 
dramatic personages have their definite, well founded 
position in the organism of the whole, and the fate of each 
individual is dependent upon his position, i.e., upon 
the relation in which each stands to the principle of all 
national and political life, of the moral strength of will 
and action. 

It is the living organic development with which the action 
proceeds from an inner necessity, and is gradually evolved 
<jut of the foundation of the whole, out of the characters 
and given circumstances, that here, as in all Shakspeare’s 
(jther dramas, constitutes the beauty of the composition and 
reaches its climax in the closing scene of the whole. The 
catastrophe, the end, is, in fact, only the last point 
towards which the development incessantly and irre- 
sistibly presses forward. As the action, from the begin- 
ning, is based upon the power and greatness of man’s 
strength of will and energy in its moral significance, but 
takes a tragic direction on this basis, in consequence 
of the internal discord in the character of the hero, so the 
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power of evil — ^after the original greatness and beauty 
in Macbeth’s heroic nature have succumbed to this con- 
tradiction and turned into its opposite — is carried to 
the highest pitch and manifests itself objectively in the 
complete disorganisation and helplessness of the whole 
state, subjectively in the mental disease of Lady Macbeth, 
and in the delusion, perplexity and despair of Macbeth 
himself. As in ‘ King Lear ’ the whole system of human 
order and morality collapses with the destruction of tlie 
foundation of family life, the same result is produced here 
by the destruction of the foundation of state life. Evil 
has gained the supremacy, and the first step towards 
restoration can, therefore, be made only by the self- 
destruction of evil. And yet the self-destruction would 
merely remove the debris and ruins, merely clear the 
ground for a new structure, the edifice itself would not 
as yet be rebuilt. True help and restoration can proceed 
only from the positive power of the goo<l, from that truly 
moral activity which is supported by divine justice and 
the guiding hand of Providence. This appears to bo hero 
represented in the person of the pious and divinely-gifted 
king of England, whoso miraculous j)ower, which spreads 
its blessing all around, is also called upon to save tho 
neighbouring kingdom from ruin. But as his hand (at 
whose touch diseases and all ills vanish) is devoted 
solely to works of peace, it cannot of itself be the scourge 
of war or wield the sword of vengeance, the positive power 
of good is, therefore, represented by the noble, pious, heroic 
Siward and his son, tho latter of whom fills a victim to 
the deliverance of Scotland. By their assistance, Malcolm 
and Donalbain, together with the othi^r Scottish noblemen, 
succeed in hurling the tyrant from his bloody throne, and 
in restoring order and law. 

But, it may justly bo asked, where, in the course of the 
action, is the conciliatory, elevating element which, after 
all, is indispensable to tragedy? Wherein, especially, is 
the justification, the intenial necessity of the downfall of 
so many innocent persons, whoso doings and omissions had 
no hand in tho transgressions and crimes, and whom justice 
nevertheless finally punishes ? As regards the last question 
the tragic poet— inasmuch as he cannot depict lile and 
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history in its full length and breadth, but can only 
describe it in an abridged form — must be free to exhibit 
secondary characters, and also to treat, them as mere 
secondary characters ; in other words, he must be allowed 
to give merely external, objective motives for the fate of 
such persons as he does not require for the development 
of the action itself, but simply as actual, external objeets 
for the deeds of his heroes ; as regards the subjective basis 
of their fate — which is and must be contained in their 
personal characters, their course of life and their mode of 
thought and action — the poet must be content with giving 
hints and indications. This Shakspeare does as far as he can 
without impeding and disturbing the course of the action. 
The gracious Duncan falls, obviously not without being 
himself to blame for his fate, for whether the numerous 
revolts against his government, in the suppression of 
which Macbeth proved liis heroism, were the result of 
arbitrary rule and injustice, or (as the source from which 
Shakspeare drew his subject, has it) of unroyal weakness 
and concession, still, he is open to the reproach, as already 
said, of not having properly fulfilled his duties as king. 
His sons are suspected of having slain their father, owing to 
their precii)itate flight, which though prudent, was unmanly, 
and have, therefore, to suffer banishment. Hanquo, in self- 
complacent conceit, believes in the promises for his future 
good fortune, and thus brings destruction upon his own head. 
Macduff’s wife and children, lastly, suffer for the thought- 
lessness of their natural protector, who, in thinking only 
of himself and forgetful of his duty as father and husband, 
leaves them behind to secure his own safety ; he is punished 
by their death, which at the same time is Lady Macduff’s 
punishment for the unloving asperity with which she 
rails at her husband’s conduct, and thus gives us an insight 
into a marriage which was perhaps also a motive for Mac- 
duffs hasty and secret flight. All, however, the whole 
country as well as the nobility, are also guilty of having, 
with mean, selfish readiness, submitted to the usurped 
authority of Macbeth, forgetful of the claim of the rightful 
heir. And he who weakly complies with evil is justly 
involved and destroyed by it. An internal necessity, 
therefore, acting in accordance with ethical motives, runs 
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through the secondary parts also, and the finer the threads 
of its power are woven round the whole, the more we are 
irresistibly seized and fettered by them This internal 
necessity becomes one and the same thing as the funda- 
mental idea of the drama, and, accordingly, is not merely 
reflected in the character, the fortunes and fate of the 
chief bearers of the action, but is also reflected in various 
degrees of light and shade in all the other figures. We 
have the most varied forms of the same disruption, in- 
completeness, discord and weakness of will and action, and 
these succumb first in one, then in another way to the 
inevitable consequences which such a state of things bears 
within itself. All the dramatic personages take up a certain 
position in regard to the power of the destiny which 
governs the whole, to the moral power of will and action 
which determines the nature and condition of the state, 
and receive their fate in accordance with this position. 

This answer to the second question is, in some measure, 
also a reply to the first. As the course of tlio action, so 
the effect of the tragic pathos, in the present case, is not 
only found in the history of the hero and his consort, but 
appears, as it were, halved and assigned to two different 
sides. Macbeth’s death leaves only an overwhelming 
impression of the deep fall of human greatness ; this side is 
certainly wanting in the conciliatory and elevating element. 
But this element nevertheless springs indirectly from 
Macbeth’s life and fortunes ; it is also found in the second 
scale which counter-balances the first ; but for this very 
reason it stands in a close relation and interaction with the 
counterpoise, and although by such a division it loses in force 
and significance, still it is not wholly wanting. For the 
misfortunes which Macbeth’s crime brings upon all the 
other persons connected with the action, become a means by 
which they atone for their own errors, by which their 
strength of will and energy is aroused and their minds 
purified, so that^in the end they rise up great and power- 
ful, and cast off the unworthy yoke to which they had at first 
succumbed. This self-destructive influence of evil does 
not only express the comforting certainty that victory and 
permanence dwell alone in what is good, but (with the 
restoration of the state under Malcolm’s rule) the action of 
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itself also puts an end to the tragic discord between the 
inner claim and the outward right to sovereignty, which 
was the origin of the whole action. In Malcolm, who has 
become purified and has risen to true majesty and a royal 
mind by the tragic pathos which has befallen him, the 
state receives a ruler who is perfectly worthy of the crown, 
and fully entitled to it both internally and externally. 
Still, it is an undeniable defect of the tragedy that the 
fundamental motive of the action represented, is not 
fully carried out in the personal character, life and 
fate of the hero, but, in part, merely in his outward 
surroundings. The tragedy is evidently intended to re- 
present the deep fall of human greatness and beauty 
which lie in heroic strength of will and action; it 
is intended to show us how Macbeth’s heroic greatness 
is unavoidably ruined from want of moral strength, in 
consequence of its inward contradiction, and of the one- 
sidedness with which he asserts his personal right to rule, 
to the injury of all other rights and duties, especially, 
however, in consequence of his want of self-control in face 
of the demoniacal power of ambition which is set free by 
the favour of circumstances and then fanned into a devour- 
ing flame. But, in accordance with the idea of tragedy the 
drama ought, at the same time, to show us how that which 
is humanly great and noble rises from its deep fall into ideal 
beauty when purified through suffering. Inasmuch as this 
elevating and conciliatory element of tragedy is not repre- 
sented in the person of the hero, but merely in his outward 
subordinate surroundings (which therefore can excite our 
sympathy only in a subordinate degree), not only is the 
effect of the tragic pathos weakened by the division of the 
elements among various bearers, but it disturbs the formal 
rounding off of the whole, and the beauty and harmony of 
the composition. 

But for other reasons also, I cannot admit that this 
tragedy — which most critics place so high — is as great 
as ‘ Borneo and Juliet,’ ‘ Hamlet,’ ‘ King Lear,’ or * Othello.’ 
Apart from the already noticed defect in the want of clear 
motives for Lady Macbeth’s doings and sufferings, and her 
relation to her husband, there are other parts which seem to 
me to stand in no right connection with the whole, owing 
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to the diffuse and detailed manner in which they are 
handled ; at all events, I miss the wonderful harmony by 
which, in this respect, most of Shakspeare’s other dramas 
are distinguished. Whether or not the detailed account of 
the witches* doings under Hecate’s direction may — by the 
deep symbolism which Hobler has proved them to contain 
— possess a certain significance, still, in my opinion, the 
scene is too long in comparison with the length of the 
play, and with the great rapidity with which the action 
everywhere proceeds. It was not necessary, for the 
motive of the further development of the action, to have 
the representation of a large, complex apparatus and all 
the details of a witch’s establishment ; it would have been 
sufficient to have had the answers given to Macbeth’s 
questions, and the spectral apparitions which, at his 
request, are brought up before him. It also seems to me 
that the conversation between Malcolm and Macduff, and, 
in fact, all the part played in England, is again dispro- 
portionately diffuse and minute, compared with the main 
action and its rapid development. 

However, Shakspeare’s faults are always but more or 
less like the dark shades produced by a brilliant light. 
The hurrying rapidity with which the main action pro- 
ceeds and which does not allow of more detailed motives 
for the separate moves, corresponds not only with the 
fundamental plan of the whole — according to which the 
energy of an heroic power of will and action, amounting to 
blind thirst for action, forms the fundamental motive of 
the dramatic development — but this very irresistible hurry 
and force with which the terrible consequences of the first 
criminal step fall, blow upon blow without leaving time 
for any thought — carrying the criminal along from deed 
to deed like an overflowing torrent — contains a feature of 
grand beauty, of terrible, demoniacal beauty which gives 
the tragedy its peculiar character, and conceals a profound 
thought within>»its depths. It seems as if the dark evil- 
brooding powers which pervade the whole, had done away 
with the usual course of time. And, in fact, it is only the 
irresistible consistency with which ciime follows upon crime 
that drives men to such blind haste ; it is only the rank 
weeds of evil that can shoot up with such fearful rapidity. 
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The good action requires time and patience, the truly 
moral act demands consideration, sure preparation and a 
calm, collected state of mind. Add to thfe, that the press- 
ing, rapid movement with which the action hurries 
on, demands a counterpoise to save the spectator from 
anguish and confusion. This is probably the reason why 
Shakspeare has not merely arranged points for resting and 
stopping, but has also intentionally made Malcolm’s hesi- 
tating, almost too considerate thoughtfulness, a contrast 
to Macbeth’s violent energy. In what an ingenious manner 
does Shakspeare, at the same time, represent the two forms 
in which the will is historically manifested ! On the one 
hand we have the rash act which follows close upon the 
determination, attaining its object through confusion and 
intimidation like a hostile inroad ; on the other, the careful, 
all considerate resolution, which far precedes the action 
and leads it slowly but surely to its goal. And there 
is as little need to point out how ingeniously the poet here 
makes the two principal forms of historical importance 
play into each other, as to explain how it is that — in 
spite of the above-mentioned defects — this tragedy has 
won the special favour and applause of most critics. 
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Hamlet. 

If the drama is to mirror ‘ tho very age and body of the 
time, its form and pressure,* it will not only have to 
reflect the thoughts, tendencies and motives which lie 
most clearly within view, but will also have to portray 
such as are mysterious and deeply hidden, and yet deter- 
mine the fate of men, nations and periods of time. And 
whore the poet has based tho course of the action repre- 
sented, more especially on those motives which slumber in 
the depths of tho soul, the leading thoughts of tho repre- 
sentation will, of course, not appear so clear as to prevent 
there being manifold ways of conceiving and viewing 
them, although but one of these is the true centre, to 
which all others are subordinate, and with which they are 
interwoven. 

This remark is specially confirmed by tho tragedy 
of ‘ Hamlet.’ If it is always a difficult matter, in 
Shakspeare, to penetrate to tho first foundation upon 
which he has erected his great structures, this applies 
specially to the case now to be discussed. Every new 
enquirer, who has thought and written on ‘Hamlet,’ 
believes that he has at last succeeded in fathoming it ; and 
yet no one has succeeded in satisfactorily solving the 
eesthetic problem here presented, or of explaining with 
convincing clearness either the character of Hamlet, and 
the motives of his conduct, the intentions of the poet, or 
tho connection and internal unity of tho complicate drama. 
The play has been censured on account of this obscurity 
which hangs ov^r it, and I do not hesitate to acknowledge 
the defect it implies. But I find an excuse for the poet, on 
tho one hand in the fact that, as has already been intimated, 
we often enough remain wholly unconscious of the first cause 
and impulse of our mode of action, and that (particularly 
in difficult, unusual and complicated positions in life j we 
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follow, not only indistinct, but even wavering and varying 
motives. On the other hand, that the mysterious sort of 
twilight which envelops the play is, so to say, but the 
shadow which is inseparable from light, in other words, 
the defect is but the obverse of an excellency ; the indis- 
tinctness does not rob the drama of the intense interest 
■which this very play has always and invariably created ; 
on the contrary, in my opinion, it contributes considerably 
towards increasing and deepening the interest. This 
tragedy, if we look at it as a whole, may be said to lie 
before us like a moon-lit romantic landscape, traversed by 
bright rocky peaks and dark ravines, while in the centre 
is a deep valley partially illuminated by rays of light; 
what we sec irresistibly charms our imagination to fill up 
and complete what the darkness of night conceals; our 
eyes rest in deep meditation on the dark portions and are, 
as it were, kept riveted there till our imagination has 
finished its work. Wo rest satisfied with its interpretation 
in spite of its uncertainty, because we feel that in this 
case the uncertainty only adds to the charm of the whole, 
and because wo liave to confess, that poetry nowhere works 
for a searching intellect — that born realist — but for the 
completing and develojung power of the imagination. 

Goethe — after (pioting Hamlet’s words : ‘ Tlie times aro 
out of joint ; 0, cursed spite I that over I was born to set 
them right !’— says : ‘ These words, it seems to mo, contain 
the key to Hamlet’s whole conduct, and it is clear to my 
mind, that Shakspeare intended to describe a great deed 
laid upon a soul which was unfit for the task. It is in 
this sense that I find the whole piece composed. We have 
here an oak-tree planted in a costly vase which ought only 
to have borne lovely flowers within its bosom ; the loots 
expand and burst the vase.’ A. W. Schlegel, on the other 
liand, calls the tragedy ‘a tragedy of. thought, suggested 
by continual and unsatisfied meditation on the destiny of 
man, on the dark confusion of the eveitts of this world, 
and designed to awaken the same meditation in the minds 
of the spectators.’ He thinks that its object was to 
show how a study which aims at exhausting, to the 
farthest limits of human foresiglit, all the contingencies 
and all the possible consequences of a particular act, must 
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paralyze the power of energy, as Hamlet himself says in 
the words (iu. 1) : 

“ Thus the native hue of resolution 
Is sicklied o’er with the pale cast of thought ; 

And enterprises of great pith and moment, 

With this regard, their currents turn awry, 

And lose the name of action.” 

Goethe calls Hamlet tender and noble, a horn prince, 
desirous of ruling only in order to give free scope to what 
is good, of an agreeable exterior, moral by nature, of a 
kindly disposition, not originally melancholy and pensive, 
but forced by circumstances to bo so ; in short, a beautiful, 
pure and noble, highly moral nature, but witliout the 
physical strength which makes the hero, and sinking 
beneath a weight which he can neither bear nor cast off, to 
whom every duty is sacred, but the present one too arduous, 
etc. Schlegel, on the other hand, while granting Hamlet 
many excellent qualities, accuses liiiii, nevertheless, of 
weakness of will, a natural predisposition to cunning and 
dissimulation, want of decision amounting to cowardice, a 
certain malicious pleasure in the, more accidental than 
premeditated, ruin of his enemies, also of scepticism and 
want of firm faith. Goethe, unconsciously makes him a 
middle-aged Werther ; as with the latter, so with Hamlet, 
the natural weakness of his power of will and energy 
are said to be at strife with the external powers of un- 
favourable circumstances, antagonistic to the character of 
the hero ; as in Werther, an excess of sentiment, so in 
Hamlet a task in excess of his strength, is placed in a 
vessel which breaks beneath the weight. In both cases 
we have a melancholy sadness brooding over the corrupt, 
unhealthy state of the world. Schlegel, on the other hand, 
finds Hamlet to be a picture of the German nature at the 
beginning of the nineteenth century, a youth who has de- 
veloped into the man, who has turned away from the prac- 
tical side of life,' and lives wholly in the world of his own 
thoughts, and who cannot bestir himself to undertake the 
task imposed upon him, because his power of will and 
energy evaporate in the making of theories, in brooding, 
in reflection and wavering meditation. Both of these vi e ws, 
however, only mirror the character of their own ages ; 

VOL. It 2 i 
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yet they are shared by Fr. Horn and a great number of 
eminent critics more or less modified. 

I, on my part, do not think that either Goethe’s or 
Schlegol’s conception has hit the main point in the 
Prince’s character. Hamlet, although an exceedingly 
noble nature is, nevertheless, not Goethe’s ideal, but 
neither docs he, although not free from weaknesses, possess 
the bad qualities Schlegel imputes to him. Each of these 
opinions is contradicted by features, as^ clearly expressed 
as they are essential, in the description given by 
the poet himself. In the first place, Hamlet is so little 
wanting in courage and boldness that ho might rather be 
charged with audacity and fool-hardiness, for, without 
either hesitation or fear, he tears himself violently out of 
his friends’ hands, and follows the ghost to the lonely spot 
to which it beckons him — although not only Horatio, but 
a hardened soldier like Marcellus, endeavour to hold him 
back, because they lack the courage to run the risk. And 
how can a man be accused of * want of decision amounting 
to cowardice,’ how can ho be denied to possess courage 
and energy when, in a fight with pirates, ho not only is 
among the foremost in the fight, but alone ventures to 
board the hostile ship ? It is true that Hamlet exhibits 
this manliness and decision of character, this daring spirit, 
only in moments of inward excitement, of excessive 
emotion; but courage that can look death defiantly in 
the face, is always accompanied by a certain excitement 
of soul ; and in the fight with the pirates the Prince’s 
soul could have been excited only by the danger and 
])leasure in fighting. This alone can be admitted, that 
Hamlet himself does not wish, nor approve of blind 
actions, which proceed only from violent mental emotion ; 
on the contrary, he tries to suppress this inclination 
which he finds in himself, and where he succeeds in this, 
his decision does indeed appear slow of action, his energy 
languid. But this is not weakness of’vAll, not want of 
energy, it is only the result of his determination to know 
his will always guided by thought, and of his way of think- 
ing which — in consequence of the innate sensitiveness of 
his soul — is easily carried away to far-reaching considera- 
tions and reflections, and can, therefore, only with difficulty 
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be concentrated upon what is directly present, wliat is 
absolutely necespry. Therefore it is only where matui e 
consideration is required by circumstances, that liis 
will and energy are uncertain, slow, and wanting in 
freedom.* The charge of a natural inclination to 
‘crooked ways,’ appears quite unfounded, and I cannot 
conceive from what circumstance Schlegol has inferred it. 
For Hamlet’s keeping the ghost’s appearance a secret, Ids 
assumed madness, and all his scruples about the quick 
execution of his plan, arc well accounted for in the 
given circumstances and the whole position of alfairs. 
Hamlet has against him all the power ot the apparently 
rightful King of Denmark ;*!■ and because ho cannot 
persuade himself to flatter and to ])lay the hypocrite 
towards his mother and villainous utK;le, because, on the 
other hand, he first wishes to bo perfectly convinced 
about the fearful crime attributed to these, his nearest 
relatives, he draws the king’s sus])icions upon himself, 
and is forced to elude the machinations against his 
own life by artifice and cunning. Still less does his 
character exhibit a malignant i)leasuro in the suffering of 
others, such as Schegel describes. Hamlet’s own words, 
spoken directly after the death of Polonius (iii. 4) — 

“ Thou wretched, rash, intruding fool, farewell ! 

I took thee for thy better ; take thy fortune : 

Thou find’st to be too bu.sy is some danger 


and again — 


“ For this same lord 
I do repent ” — 


* The opinion that Hamlet is by no means wanting in courage, 
energy, and manliness — wliich opinion, as far as I know, I first main- 
tained in opposition to Goethe and {Sclilcgel — is now shared by Rbtselier, 
Gehrt, von Friesen, Rossmaiin, Hi bler, Riimelin, K. Kdstlin, Tsclii- 
schwitz, Genee, and others. 'J’liat Visoher’s artificial, and, in its 
minuteness, very ■complicate view of Hamlet’s cdiaracter, in reality 
amounts to a contradiction has, in my opinion, been clearly proved by 
Hebler (p. 125 f.). 

t That the king, as Geryinns thinks, has, by his crime, at the same 
time robbed Hamlet of his ‘ right ’ to the crown, is nowhere said in (he 
play itself. Saxo and Bclleforest, also, do not represent the matt' r in 
this light; according to them, as according to Shakspeare, Hamlet’s 
uncle appears legally entitled to be sovereign. 

2 I 2 
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breathe rather of sorrow and compassion for his rash act. 
And although he does not express any great regret con- 
cerning the deaths of Kosencrantz and Giiildenstem — 
those puppets in his detestable uncle’s hands — this surely 
cannot be supposed to be a proof of malignant pleasure 
in the suffering of others. Lastly, Hamlet is certainly 
meditative and thoughtful, but he has not by any means 
fallen into scepticism and infidelity. The passage to 
which Schlegel refers has evidently been intentionally 
or unintentionally misunderstood. Hamlet (ii. 2) does 
certainly say ; ‘ There is nothing either good or bad but 
thinking makes it so;’ however, from the context it is 
plain that he is not speaking of what is morally good 
and bad, but merely of mtward good and evil, and the 
estimate of them surely depends everywhere upon the mind 
and disposition of man.* 

Hamlet — as I think — is by nature of an artistic, or if 
it bo preferred, of a philosophical turn of mind. This is 
the general foundation of his character. Like all minds 
poetically disposed, like all persons with a lively interest 
for art and knowledge, for mental culture, we find in 
him an earnest striving and a profound mind, naturally 
given to meditation and reflection, combined with a 
([uickly aroused excitability of feeling and imagination, 
a delicate, sensitive nature, and an elasticity of reflection 
which, in moments of excitement — as already said — carry 
him involuntarily beyond the object in question, beyond 
the goal at which he is aiming; thus bringing things, 
which in reality stand in distant relation to him, into his 
immediate proximity. Shakspeare places special emphasis 
upon Hamlet’s taste and love for poetry, his intimate 
acquaintance with the dramatic poetry of his age, his 

* I quote the passage as a proof how a false conception of the whole 
can h ad, fin otherwise sound reason, to form erroneous notions of single 
passages (ii. 2) : 

“ Haml. Denmark 's a prison. 

“ Eos. Then is the world one. 

“ Haml. A goodly one ; in which there are many confines, wards, and 
dungeons ; Denmark being one of the worst. 

“ Jios. We think not so, my lord. 

“ Haml. Why, then, 'tis none to you ; for there is nothing either good 
or bad, but thinking makes it so : to me it is a prison,” etc. 



CHAP. V.] HAMLET, 485 

fine judgment in regard to the object of the drama and 
the art of its representation, as is proved by his conversa- 
tion with the Players. Express emphasis is also placed on 
Hamlet’s aversion, anger and contempt in regard to all 
untruth, hypocrisy, pretence, and falsehood, in regard to 
a smooth varnished appearance, as well as regards all 
want of culture, unoouthness and vulgarity; in other 
words, the poet emphasises in him that feeling for truth 
which is so closely connected with the feeling for beauty, 
and which every artist, poet and critic must possess, 
because it is the fundamental condition of his work. 
Shakspeare expressly states that Hamlet has studied in 
Wittcmberg, and that, although thirty years of age, ho 
cherishes the hope of returning thither to continue his 
studies. He expressly remarks that Horatio, Hamlet’s 
bosom friend, to whom he is deeply and sincerely attached, 
is a ‘ scholar.’ Everywhere, on every page, and on every 
line, the poet continually reminds us of Hamlet’s own lofty 
mental culture, his eminent intelligence, his clear judg- 
ment, the acuteness and profundity of his reflections on 
the nature of man, the object of life, and the problems 
of art and philosophy. And yet Hamlet is by nature 
neither artist, poet nor philosopher ; for this ho obviously 
lacks the specific talent. But in the fundamental elements 
of his nature he does possess the talent, the power, and, 
consequently, also the desire to work towards the attain- 
ment of something great, to work in accordance with his 
own thoughts, in that independent, creative activity which lies 
above the manifold domains of practical life. The strong 
desire in this way to prove the nobility of his soul — which 
is enthusiastic for all that is good and beautiful — is the 
main-spring of his life, the clue to his aims and actions. 
This fundamental feature of his inner nature has, during 
his youth, perfectly corresponded with the development 
of his outward existence. Growing up under the eyes of 
a noble, royal father, and being the heir to a mighty 
realm, he — in the sure prospect of free, regal power, which 
comes nearest to his ideal of human power and dignity, 
such as is possible only to princes — has given himself up 
wholly to the inward bent of his mind. Not originally 
inclined to sadness and melancholy, he seems, in accord 
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aiicc with the very fortunate position of his external 
oircunistaiices, to have cherished a happy view of life, 
even though ho always was observant, pensive and of a 
reflective turn of mind. This is attested by his fondness of, 
and natural turn for humour and wit, for sarcastic puns and 
points, which he has evidently taken pleasure in develop- 
ing, and cannot sup])ress even in his deep grief at the 
heavy calamities that have suddenly come upon him and 
destroyed both Ids inner and outer life ; it is now, however, 
ex])i-essed more in tlie form of deeply meditative, incisive 
humour. In con sc(pience of his desire to cultivate his iii- 
depemlent mind (which strives for things beyond ordinary 
liumaii limits), and to enlighten it with new, world-reform- 
ing ideas, he went to the university of Wittenberg^ the name 
of which, in those days— as already said — symbolically de- 
noted the upward i*ise of the mind, the morning of a new 
mental energy, and the highest summit of the mental cul- 
ture of the age. On his return thence, he and his manly 
striving for culture and grand actions meets in Ophelia 
with the peaceful existence of a noble woman, the calm 
self-suflicicncy of a delicate, beautiful, maidenly soul ; he 
has given himself up in love to her, for in her he has found 
the complementary half of his own being ; by her side 
he hopes to receive the reward of his future endeavours, 
and that of his creative activity. This Hamlet was before 
the death of his father, or rather this is Hamlet in the 
original and undisturbed state of his nature. And for this 
very reason it is decidedly against his natural disposition to 
(iommit an act which is demanded only by external circum- 
staiujcs, and which is internally foreign to him ; any such 
act — even though it did not lx>ar within itself the weighty 
and ruinous importance of a decisive sentence against an 
uncle and a mother, and in no Avay STirpassed the degree 
of his power — he would nevertheless have undertaken 
only against his will. It is not the want of power and 
ability, not weakness of will and rcsolutioiV; but the nature 
of the deed imposed upon him, which deters him. Ophelia’s 
jjraise, when she calls him (iii. 1) : 

“ The courtier’s, soldier’s, scholar’s, eye, tongue, sword, 

The expeotaucy and rose of the fair state,” 
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and thus credits him with heroism and manly energ-y, 
can scarcely be understood simply in the sense in which 
the loving maiden takes it ; but as little can it be supposed 
to be mere self-delusion when, in act iv. 4, be says of 
himself, that he has the will, strength and means to do 
the thing lie has to do. For the (piite impartial Fortinbras 
passes an equally favourable judgment upon him when, 
at the end of the play (v. 2), he says : 

“ Let four eaptiiins 

Benr Hamlet, like a soldier, to tiio stage ; 

For lie was likely, had he bc(m put on, 

To have provM 7nost royally V* 

Hamlet possesses all the good qualities which Goethe 
attributes to him, with one virtue and one fault in addition : 
the desire and the honest endeavour in all cases to remain 
self-possessed and complete master of himself, and to 
govern his whole life by the power of free thought, accord- 
ing to his aims and resolutions, but without having the 
ability in all cases to maintain this supremacy. How 
deeply grieved he appears (v. 2) for having forgotten him- 
self at Ophelia's grave with Laertes, and how earnestly 
in his interview with his motln^r (iii. 1) does he endeavour 
to restrain himself, for fear of being cjirried away by the 
excitement into which ho is thrown ! How resoluteh' 
he casts away from himself everything of a passionate 
nature ; how highly he praises the power of self-control 
as the greatest ornament in man, when he says to Horatio 

(iii. 2) : 

“ Bless’d are those 

Whosi^ blood and jwlgment are so woll co-iningled 
U’hut they are not a pipe for fortuiuj’s finger 
'To sound what stop she please: (jlivo me that man 
^J’hat is not passion’s slave, and I will wear liim 
In my Ik art’s core, ay, in iny heart of heart, 

As I do tnce.” 

With all h^ strength, therefore, he strives to become 
master of the circumstances which oppress him ; with 
all his might he struggles to raise himself above the 
position assigned to him by fate, to control, to f ree him- 
self from the task offered or rather forced upon him by his 
position in life, and to produce independent works. He 
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strives, from an inward impulse, to become his own ideal 
of man, of whom he says (ii. 2) : ‘ What a piece of work is 
man ! How noble in reason 1 How infinite in faculty I in 
form and moving, how express and admirable ! in action, 
how like an angel! in apprehension^ how like a god But 
just because it is, therefore, repugnant to bis nature to 
strive merely according to circumstances and opportunities, 
merely on account of external necessity, there arises a contra* 
diction between the inward bias of his mind and the pressure 
of external circumstances. He cannot make up his mind 
to perform the task assigned to him, not because it is too 
great or too difficult for him, but because he does not 
know how to turn a mere external action into one that is 
internal, free, and truly moral. Hence his restless vacilla- 
tion, his hesitation and procrastination, his wavering 
thoughts, his coming forward and retiring, the vehement 
s(df- reproach with which he would goad himself on to 
ju’ompt action, without, however, being able to control 
time and its flight ; hence the uncertainty and the contra- 
dictions in his mode of action, and apparently also in his 
character. 

And in fact, the task imposed upon Hamlet gives him 
much, very much to reflect upon, both with regard to the 
actual crime which it is to punish, and also with regard 
to its moral side, i.e., to the question of right and wrong. 
The ghost of his father appears, Hamlet’s very address 
to it is in perfect accordance with his character : 

“ What may this mean 

That thou, dead corse, again, in complete steel, 

Kevisit’st thus tlie glimpses of the moon. 

Making night hideous ; aud we fools of nature 

So horridly to shake our disposition 

With thoughts beyond the reaches of our sonls ? ” 

When the horrible crime is revealed to him, he does not at 
once abandon himself to feelings of revenge, or to his 
impulse to act ; ho is, it is true, in a state of passionate ex- 
citement and deeply moved, but the occurrence has rather 
yet to become an inward experience to him ; surprised 
and astonished that that has happened which he had 
considered impossible, he resolves to ‘ set it down that one 
may smile and smile, and be a villain.’ After having 
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thereby endeavoured to control his violent excitement — 
for, although it has been found strange, the ‘ setting it 
down ’ does help him in this — he at once determines not to 
act without further proofs, but. in some way to assure 
himself of the truth of the matter, and clearly to think 
over his own mode of action. This is why he entreats his 
friends to be silent, even though his conduct should here- 
after appear strange or odd. The conduct he does assume, 
tlie half-madness, the unreality of which, however, it is 
not difficult to perceive, would bo very inappropriate if he 
liad contemplated the rash act from the beginning. But 
he assumes it only with the view of awakening in the 
King’s mind a suspicion as if he guessed, suspected or 
knew something of the truth, and then drew a conclusion 
as to the King’s guilt or innocence from his behaviour. 
Jlamlet finds it easy to carry out his plan ; for although it 
is assuredly only a part which he involuntarily undertakes 
to play,* without having any clear notion as to how ho 
intends to act (being driven on by tlie dark instinct of his 
excited, anxious mind, which is struggling for certainty 
and clearness), still his mind is so affected, so confused and 
disturbed by the appearance of the ghost, by the fearful 
subject of the secret disclosed to him, by the necessity of 
liaving to bear the whole weight alone, by the melancholy 
loneliness which thus suddenly surrounds him and which 
must be the more detrimental to his mind the more it is 
onl}^ internal and mental, especially, however, by the 
fruitless endeavour (which continues to force itself upon 
him) to make himself comjdete master of the new position 
in life into which he has suddenly been placed, i.e.y to 
become assimilated with it and to transform his view of 
life in accordance with it — in short, to create for himself a 

* The opposite view, held by some Englishmen, tliat Hamlet is 
actmlly insane, must .of necessity be an error, apart from the clear 
pro(.)f8 contained in several j)assage8, because this would in fact unhinge 
the whole tiagedy,jand entirely destroy the impression of the tragic 
pathos; in short, the view is thoroughly uiipoetical. It would 
be no artistic work, but a senseless contradiction, to let a mind, al- 
ready disturbed to the very brink of madness, in addition pass through 
all the sufferings of a deeply tragic situation. Such a sight is neither 
b auiiful nor sublime, not even attractive or interesting, but simply 
intolerable. 
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new existence out of the desolate mins of the former world 
of his thoughts, plans, wishes and hopes (which a single 
flash has suddenly dashed to pieces), all this has so upset 
his mind, that he is not exactly deranged, but yet stands, 
so to say, on the borders between disease and health. His 
undertaking to i)lay this part is certainly based upon a 
half belief, or, if it be preferred, a disbelief in the words of 
the ghost, and this disbelief might be regarded as scepti- 
cism [BedenklichJceitskrdmerei) were it not that the 
whole drama is expressly founded on the higher moral 
doctrines of Christianity^ as is expressly shown in the very 
first scene. According to the ideas of true, pure morality, 
it cannot bo an entirely innocent and heavenly spirit that 
would wander on earth to demand a son to avenge his 
death, and, in fiict, tlie ghost himself says, that ho is 

“Doom’d for a certain term to walk the night; 

And for tlio day, confined to fast in fires. 

Till tlio foul crimes, done in my days of nature, 

Ajo bnni’d and purg’d away.” 

Besides this, it is above all things essential to a free, 
independent action, that the agent should be perfectly 
certain of its origin and reason. When, therefore, Hamlet 
finds that he has, and must do the deed so repulsive to him, 
he intends, at all events, to bo perfectly sure that he docs 
not himseli’ commit a crime ; this certainty, and, moreover, 
a certainty in the full extent, is a necessity not merely 
to him, but to every person with a delicate sense of 
moral feeling. But when he and Horatio have — by the 
device of the play — come to a perfect conviction of the 
King’s guilt, and when the King, by his conduct, has 
aroused the suspicions of the whole assembled court, why 
— it has been asked — why does not Plamlet seize the 
o})j)ortunity to unmask the trembling and conscience- 
stricken criminal, and call him to account ? In the first 
place, probably, because it was only in Hamlet's eyes, nut 
in those of the others, that the King #tood convicted ; 
farther, because the King withdraws so hurriedly and 
suddenly, that Hamlet could not at the moment take him 
to task ; lastly, however, because Hamlet himself has 
fallen into such passionate excitement at the discovery of 
the true state of things, that at the moment, he does not in 
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any way think of taking active steps, and would not have 
been able to do so, even though he had previously formed 
a definite plan bf action. This, however, he has evidently 
not done, and for this very reason has been censured and 
accused of weakness of will, indecision and incapacity of 
action. But before making a plan for action, one has to 
be certain of the action itself, and this Hamlet is not. 
Moreover, even after he has come to the firm conviction of 
the King’s guilt, he still hesitates and cannot come to a 
decision, he still has doubts and scruples, especially moral 
doubts, moral scruples I And very rightly. For even 
though the King were a triple fratricide, it would — 
according to the idea of pure, strict morality— still remain 
a morally equivocal act, half a crime to put him to death 
on the spot without a fair trial ; to a tender conscienco 
the murder of an uncle and stepfather is a deed from which 
the strongest mind would justly revolt, even though divine 
justice itself required the punishment (and in the present 
case this could be done only by ITamlet). d’he higher 
moral feeling in Hamlet, accordingly, is still in conflict 
with the natural man and his demand for revenge, which 
is supported by the ancient national custom of the 
(lormanic people. The natural man s})urs him to the 
deed and accuses him of irresolution and cowardice ; his 
tender conscience — more sentiment than clear conscious- 
ness — involuntarily restrains him; his mind wavers and 
hesitates, and torments itself in vain to reconcile these 
conflicting elements, but is urged on by them to preserve for 
itself the creative freedom of action. The regard for the 
eternal salvation of his soul (to which he significantly 
refers even at the appearance of the ghost) forces him to 
halt and to consider ; the remembrance of the duty of 
revenge imposed upon him by his father urges him onwards ; 
therefore the passage which Schlegel quotes (but mutilates 
to support his view) correctly characterises the real state 
of Hamlets soui (iii. 1) : 

“ To die ; — to sleep ; — 

To sleep ! perchance to dream ; ay, there’s the rub ; 

For in that sleep of death wliat dr(!ftm.s may come, 

When we have shuffled off this mortal cod, 

Must give us pause 

• • * * 
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Thus conscience does make cowards of us all ; 

And thus the native hue of resolution 

Is sicklied o’er with the pale cast of thought, etc.” * 

His, therefore, is no sceptical, idly speculative consideration 
which wishes to fathom all the possible consequences of 
the deed ; it is his conscience and the desire for free action 
in accordance with his own thoughts, that paralyses his 
energy. And his exclamation : 

“ The time is out of joint ; O cursed spite ! 

That over I was born to set it right 1 ” 

is not made in the feeling of want of heroism and power of 
energy (as Goethe thinks), but in his consciousness of the 
scrupulousness and the tendency of his nature.f 

But it is not merely the moral question as to whether 
ho should do the deed, it is also the how that vexes his 
soul, as is distinctly expressed in the above monologue 
(iii. 1). If the deed is to bo done, it must be accomplished 
in an appropriate form, expressive of its meaning, and be 
in accordance with the demands of justice and morality. 
In the present case also, things prove themselves both 
obstinate and hard to deal with; here also the whole 
})()sition of affairs is hostile to him. In the given circum- 
.stances there remains nothing for him to do, but to commit 
a cunning and treacherous murder, or to rouse the people to 
rebellion against the externally lawful power of the king 
— a mode of action utterly abhorrent to his inmost soul. 
For it is a mere vague supposition that Hamlet — by 
openly coming forward as the king^s accuser and judge, 
and by being wholly absorbed with his (legally un- 

Hamlet calls the future state an ‘undiscovered country, frf)m 
whose bourne no traveller returns.* This is said to be a contradiction, 
as he has just experienced the reverse, and seen and spoken to the 
spirit of his father. Hamlet, however, means to say that no one is at 
liberty to return hero from the ‘undiscovered country* if the life 
there docs not please him, and therefore that suicide determines all 
futurity. v 

t That Hamlet’s ‘fine moral feeling,* his ‘scrupulousness and 
virtue,’ are the fundamental reasons of his hesitation and irn solution, 
is expressly recognised by Gervinus. But if so, Hamlet has a right to 
hesitate, to reflect and to consider, and it is, therefore, a contradiction 
to praise his scrupulousness and in the same breath to accuse him of 
irresolution, scepticism, and cowardice. 
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demonstrable) imputation of the fratricide — would have 
immediately won the sympathy of the Court and army, of 
the nobles and the people. On the contrary it would have 
been very easy for the cunning king — in spite of his 
certainly strange behaviour after the play — to weaken the 
accusation and to represent it as a delusion of the diseased 
and melancholy state of Hamlet’s mind, of which, moreover, 
ho had already given signs even before the appearance of 
the ghost. The fact of Hamlet’s not venturing upon such 
an open action, in face of a result which, to say the least 
of it, was extremely doubtful, is by no means a proof of 
‘awkwardness* in practical matters, nor of weakness of 
will or of judgment.- Again, therefore, he stands hesitating 
and considering; nay, he willingly follows the order to 
go to England, evidently in the ho])o of there obtaining 
the means and opportunity (perhaps by England’s support 
in money and men to engage in an honourable, open 
warfare against his uncle) to set about his task in a manner 
worthy both of himself and of its own imi)()rtance. This 
hope he evidently alludes to in the words (iii. 4) : 

“ For ’tifl the sport, to liavo the engineer 
Hoist with his own petar: and ’t shall go hard, 

But I will delve one yard below their mines, 

And blow them at the moon.” 

An accident frustrates his plans. He has to return to 
Denmark against his own wish, and although he has now, 
at last, come to a firm decision, still not any one of the 
subsequent events is brought about through him, by his 
own independent activity, or in accordance with his own 
wish and resolution. It is only at the last moment (when 
he himself is at the point of death and surrounded by 
fresh crimes on the part of the king), but forced more by 
circumstances than his own free will, that, with a rapid 
movement he stabs the king, and then expires himself 
with a sigh over the weakness of human nature. 

The dramatis thus certainly a tragedy of thought j 
but in a different sense from that of A. W. Schlegel.* 
Shakspeare here conceives the principle and basis of human 
life — i.e., the chief motive of the historical development 

* bee page 480. 
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— to he that which is highest and noblest in man : thought 
ill its relation to action, in its freedom and indepen- 
dent, creative power, which makes the fcnter world the 
expression of its substance. Sliakspeare’s tragic Muse rises 
from the family circle, and further from political life, out 
of the domain of the impulses and passions, of the strength 
of will and energy, into the highest region of free, purely 
mental activity; here the drama takes its stand, and 
exhibits its tragic picture of life from this point of view. 
Hamlet’s mind, which is as noble as it is strong and 
sterling, in fact, as great as it is possible for the human 
mind to become, struggles continually to acquire that 
sovereignty which is to maintain the mastery of thought 
over the will, over the course and the formation ot human 
life. And yet ho does not succeed in attaining his aim ; 
he does not possess sufficient strength to control external 
circumstances; liis own weakness and hesitation — su}> 
2)orted as they are by the force of highly unfavourable 
relations— drive him perpetually from his path; unfore- 
seen events frustrate his plans. For, on the one hand, 
his mind, in spite of its depth, greatness and power, is, 
nevertheless, still wholly biassed in the contradiction of 
self-possessed activity with blind impulses, of free thought 
with unfree passion, of a morally necessary resolve with 
an arbitrary, accidental inclination. He does not, as yet, by 
any means, stand ii])on that height of moral strength and 
firmness of character, of perfect self-control and self- 
knowledge, which is the first indispensable condition of 
that grand, ideal activity <?f which Hamlet has dreamt, 
and which continually floats before his soul. On the other 
hand, this aspiration in its one-sidedness — by wishing of 
its own supreme power to rule and form all life — surpasses 
the measure ol’ human power, and borders upon that arro- 
gant desire whicli would wish to rid itself of the guiding 
jhand of history, and to be in action ‘ like an angel,’ in appre- 
hension ‘ like a god.’ Man certainly ought Hot to pursue his 
path in life according to blind instinct, but according to 
free and conscious thought. However, that which he 
strives for must not ho his thought, not his pleasure, not 
his will ; it must be the substance of th»j divine order of 
the universe, the thought and will of the moral necessity 
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according to which ho acts, by making it voluntarily his 
own. Hamlet’s aversion to the deed impc^sod upon him, 
his dissatisfaction with tire task in life allottc.ul to him, 
his striving - -not merely to form a given suUstanee (the one 
thing in a man’s power) but to create it for Jiimself, or at 
least to be the autocrat master of it — has in it something 
of selfish despotism and arbitrariness. At all events, that 
fundamental tendency of his nature for free, self-suflicient 
activity manifests itself in so one-sided a manner that, 
being engrossed in it, he takes no heed of the other 
agent of history, of that which is called tlie power of 
circumstances, of the inner necessity of the course 
of the world’s history, existing in the Past and in its 
relations of the Ih*esent. lie, indeed, recognises the task 
as the result of it and as necessarily falling to his lot, 
and secs that he must undertake it ; but, on tlie other hand, 
that feeling of aveision to it in his inmost nature uncon- 
sciously and involuntarily asserts itself ; and hence, in 
reality, he has no serious intention of fuHilling the task. 
He does not, it is true, become clearly conscious that, in 
reality, he has no intention to undertake it, and merely 
evades it, but this is actually the state of the case. This, 
moreover, explains the strange contradiction that he not 
only accredits himself (and indeed most justly) with 
possessing the strength and the will to do what he has to 
do, but that ho complains of, and makes himself tlie bitterest 
reproaches in regard to liis hesitation, and (most unjustly) 
accuses himself of cowardice and want of feeling, and yet 
never succeeds in accomplishing what he demands of 
himself and what he is very well able to perform. This 
internal contradiction, wliich has its root in want of 
self-control and knowledge of self, becomes the subjective 
motive of the tragic pathos to which Hamlet’s great and 
noble mind succumbs. In yielding to that inward impulse 
(which gives rise to his aversion to the task imposed upon 
him) he acts, wjierever he does act, not in accordance with 
his own thought, in free self-possessed activity, but is carried 
away by passion or the im2)ulse of the moment. In the 
first tumult of his feelings and without any sufficient 
reason, he throws aside Ophelia’s love, which ho himself 
had fostered and nourished; with inconsiderate rashness 
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he murders old Polonius instead of the King, and thus brings 
upon himself the bl^e of Ophelia’s madness and death ; 
with only an uncertain hope in view, he ednsents to under- 
take the journey to England, in consequence of which he 
finds himself obliged to deliver up Kosencrantz and 
Guilden stern to their fate ; they are miserable creatures, 
it is true, but still merely unconscious instruments in the 
hands of their master and king. On account of this he 
himself meets with a tragic fate, which overtakes him so 
suddenly and unexpectedly that he has barely time, in 
great haste, to do the long contemplated deed. 

The actions and sentiments of all the other characters 
harmonise with the character and fortunes of Hamlet, the 
principal representative of the action and its tragic course ; 
wo have everywhqre the same idea, but in a variety of 
shades and colours. Laertes is the contrast and pendant to 
Hamlet. The position of both is pretty much the same ; ho 
too has to avenge the death of a father and of a sister. But 
his soul is at once roused into the heat of passion ; his will 
storms into action wdthout deliberation, without asking 
about right and wrong, and it is only with difficulty that 
the King, with j)ersua8ive eloquence, succeeds in pacifying 
him and in making him think of artifice and dissimulation ; 
in this, however, he meets his own ruin, contrary to the 
plan proposed. For this mode of action, excluding as it 
does all reflection and consideration, and appointing tlio 
bare will as master, is as little right and true as Hamlet’s 
contradictory behaviour.* The King, on the other hand, 
is nothing but hypocrisy and dissimulation, a most clever 
actor, always master of his looks and gestures, of liis 
words and actions; his ciiminal doings are invariably 
based upon well-considered, well-appointed plans ; he too — 
although in a perfectly different sense — always endeavours 
to direct the course of events and the development of cir- 
cumstances, in accordance with his own ideas and designs. 

* Tf Sliakspeare hns not made Laertes the contrast, but— as Gcrviniis 
thinks — the prototype of Hamlet, why is not his mode of action made 
to appear crowned with success, why is he too riither connected witli 
the tragic fate of all tlie dramatic persons? Obviously because 
Shaksp: aie did not entertain the same view and conception as hia 
interpreter. 
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And yet the result is the same, the samo fruitless end eav ours, 
except that in this case the failure is a coiise(]ueiu e of the 
worthlessness of tlio character, of criminal (lis])Ositioii of 
mind, which in the end is caug’ht in its own trap. 

But it is not only the noble. aspirations of a lofty, free 
spirit, not merely tlie intentions of the rash enei’gy of a 
young man, and the secret plots of a hardened wretch that 
fall victims to the tragic pathos, the same fate befalls the 
pretentious wisdom of an old man of the world (who lias 
grown old amidst the scandals and intrigues of the court), 
and also crushes the dreamy thoughts of a maiden s lieart 
which is wrapped up in love and in the pleasure of loving, 
rolonius, who appears better and wiser than he is — but 
wliose sel f-suflicieiit dis]day of wisdom is onl y a reflex of the 
shallow, lax morality of Court life, which aims at external 
appearance — pays the iienaltyof the foolish impiisitiveiiess 
and the vain conceit with which he interferes in everything, 
and fancies himself able to fathom and manage all things. 
Ophelia’s mind is disturbed by the sudden dostmetion of 
all her bright dreams, which also impiisitively tlew far 
in advance of the present. Ojdielia, in many respects, 
has the same nature and meets with tlui same fate as 
Hamlet; she is his female conn ter juirt. Her charaeter, 
too, admits of heing dis])iited ; she, too, does not ae.t, less 
oven than Hamlet, but she also speaks so little that slie 
stands by the side of the action more in the fenm of a 
spectator. Yet tliis very sileneo is characteristic: Ophelia 
is one of those meditative, dreamily rc ‘served female natures, 
with deep feelings and a sensitive imagination, but with 
no acuteness of intellect and clear self-consciousness, vvhicdi 
are therefore im^apahle of expressing what aifccts them ; 
they live only in their own liearts, and, so to say, upon tlieir 
own hearts. This meditative, dreamy nature lias atHw-ted 
Hamlet, it harmonises with the ]>rincipal side of liis cha- 
racter. He has sued for lier heart, lias won it, and, af 
she has hither^ lived only in her own heart, she now 
lives only in him, in the silent, longing hope that he will 
heloiig to her. Incapable of resisting, she submits obe- 
diently, it is true, and apxiarontly with calmness and 
composure, to her father’s commands, but the more tiglitly 
she locks her love up within her breast, the deeper it 

VOL. I.. 2 ff 



498 


shakspeabe’s tbagbdibs. 


TbOOK IV. 

engraves itself upon her soul, the more exclusively do all 
h(?r thoughts gather round this centre of hei life. It is 
this love which first brings the tender J virgin bud to 
blossom ; but her i)eaceful existence, which is in perfect 
harmony with itself, is thus broken by the anxiety of 
longing and desire, the discord of hope and fear. In her 
maidenly loneliness, in her lively imagination, she has 
formed a picture of a happiness by Hamlet’s side which — 
like tlio throne and the royal crown — extends far beyond 
her hoi’izon, and not only surpasses tlio degree of her ex- 
ternal circumstances, but also of her own inner being. She 
too, therefore, has made apian of what her life by Hamlet’s 
side is to be, or rather she has dreamt it out for herself, 
and this dream has taken such deep root in her soul, and 
bocoiiie so entirely a part of her existence and being, that 
its hojieh^ss destruction upsets her nature and disturbs her 
consciousness. How deeply and intensely her mind’s eye 
has been rivetted cm this happiness by Hamlet’s side, how 
exclusively it has become the centre of her thoughts, the 
gravitating point of her life she, indeed, nowhere ex- 
pressly declares —perhaps because she was herself not 
wholly aAvare of it, perhaps because maidenly shyness 
sealed her li])S — l)ut the speeches and songs which insanity 
])uts in her mouth, show us the more clearly how deeply 
her soul was imbued with the dream of love and love’s joy. 
Even tlio time and motive of her mental derangement is a 
clear proof of this. She is able to bear that Hamlet, in his 
assunif'd madness, should turn from her, for madness is 
curable and, consequently, hope has not vanished altogether; 
but that her father should bo murdered by him — which 
raises an insurmountable barrier between her and her love’s 
happiness — this terrible certainty completely deranges 
her mind, and disturbs the equilibrium of her life and 
consciousness. Accordingly, Ophelia’s madness — which, 
in the weaker woman’s soul, is the same thing as is ex- 
pressed by the groat disturbance of Hamlet’s mind — is the 
climax of the tragic pathos on the inner pyschological side 
of the action, whereas the same is exhibited on the external, 
historical side, by the ruin of the Eoyal House of Denmark, 
by the insurrection of the people under Laertes, and by the 
disorder of the whole state which is therein manifested. 
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By the side of Ophelia stands the Queen, whom womanly 
weakness has made a criminal, and who has allowed her- 
self to be talked over, cozened and made a foul of by a 
man. She must be classed in the same category with the 
weak, irresolute courtiers, Rosencrantz and Guildenstern, 
who, it is true, do not act of their own accord, but yet 
for the sake of their own interests, and in order to obtain 
power, authority and a sphere of action, become the 
tools for carrying out the plans and thoughts of otliers. 
This allowing others to make use of one — which, after all, 
proceeds from self-determination — is but another and 
baser form of thinking and acting for oneself, and accord- 
ingly, is not even destroyed by a foreign and hostile power 
of will and action, but by the playful cay^rice of small 
accidents. Opposed to these personages stands Horatio^ 
an inner organic contrast to all. He alone has no intx.ui- 
tions, has no wish to make his life of prolit to liimself, but 
rather devotes himself entirely and unreservedly to his 
friend. And on this very account he obtains th.at whicli 
all the others seek for in vain. For it is certain tliat 
Fortinbras — the young, new king, who is unacquainted 
with the circumstances of his kingdom — will call upon 
him (the friend of Hamlet) whom the dying heir to the 
throne has appointed as his defender and representative, 
to reorganise the disordered state by grand actions. 
Horatio, therefore, is by no means a superfluous character, 
by no means a mere subordinate figure, but one of the 
organic members of the whole. The sjimo may be said 
of Fortinbras ; ho, as it were, completes the dramatic 
function of Horatio, for whilo tho latter ay)pcars by nature 
destined more to bo the stav and su])p(u*t of othcirs, than 
to act upon his own account, Fortinbias represents that 
firm, self-possessed power of action which always takes int(j 
consideration tho prevailing circumstances, but is active 
nevertheless, and alone succe^eds in attaining its end. 
For this reason ^he poet introduces him at the very (jnm- 
mencement — even though in the hack-ground — and does 
not lose sight of him till he takes up his position in front 
as the representative of the future. Thus all the charac- 
ters are fully entitled to consideration and have their 
independent significance all those that act independently 
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pcriR'h, either owing to the one-sidedness and nncertainty, 
the weakness, the falseness, arrogance and conceit of their 
thoughts, or owing to the selfish determinateness of their 
will, hy means of which they seek to control life. With 
justice, therefore, docs Horatio at the conclusion — while 
intimating the fundamental idea of the drama, which has 
been worked out in such manifold ways — say (v. 2) ; 

“ And lot me npoak to the yet unknowing world, 

How these tilings came about : so shall you hear 
Of caniul, bloody, and unnsitural acts: 

Of jndgmentB, carnal slaughters ; 

Of deaths ])ut on by cunning and forc'd cause; 

And, in this upshot, pwr/ionea mistook, 

FalVn on the inventors* heads : all this can I 
Truly deliver.” 

Tlie various groups which the poet required for carrying 
out his intentions, in this case also interact with, and 
counteract one another easily and naturally — as every one 
must perceive without being specially reminded of the 
fact. 'Jdiis results spontaneously, as everywhere in Shak- 
spearo, in the well-arranged and progressive course of the 
action in a definite direction. It proceeds from a double 
contradiction : on the one hand, from that internal contra- 
diclion in Hamlet’s character, between his striving after a 
free, self-conscious and self-chosen sj^here of action, and the 
nnfreo vehemence, indiscrcetness and passionateness of his 
temperament, which perpetually thwarts this striving; 
oji tlio otlier hand, from the external contradiction between 
the character of the hero and the power of circumstances, 
A^'hich impose upon him a deed which, although appearing 
substantially and morally necessary, is extremely difficult, 
perhaps impossible* to bring into a free, moral form. The 
reconciliation of this double contradiction is, so to say, 
the problem which the action has to solve, and which, 
therefore, the poet presents to us in the first act, in the ex- 
])Osition, although not with sufficient clearness and dis- 
tinctness. Idle following acts show how the hero falls 
in his vain attempt to solve the discord ; in other words, 
tlie action removes the contradiction in a tragic manner, 
l)y sliowing how tlie striving after an absolute, creative 
independence of action (by which Hamlet falls into con- 
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tradiction with his position in life, owing to tho inner 
contradiction iiy his own nature) is not only unable 
to attain its object, but that, on the contrary, it oven 
throws the person into the directly opposite extreme of an 
arbitrary, unconscious mode of action, making him a slave 
to blind passion and caprice, in which position he com* 
mits actions that make his tragic death appear both a 
j‘ust and necessary consequence. The purport of tho action 
is to give motives for the tragic death and tho purification 
of the hero, in and through himself. The principal 
incidents of these are: Hamlet’s conduct after the dis* 
covery of the crime upon which everything turns, tlio 
j)lay within the play and its first consequences, tho defiths 
of Polonius and Ophelia, the return of Laertes and his 
stormy proceedings. The significance of these I have 
already endeavoured to point out, at least I have already 
intimated how their internal necessity is determined, by 
the aims and objects of tlie whole representation, by the 
given characters and circumstances. This internal neces- 
sity in tho course of tho dramatic development — which, in 
my opinion, is reflected in every turn of the action, in all 
of the characters and in all tho various parts of tho whole 
— constitutes, in tho present case again, the beauty and 
finish of the composition, and I have no hesitation, 
even in this respect, in placing this extremely involved 
and complicated tragedy by tho side of tho grandest 
creations of the great poet ; yet it has frequently enough 
been censured on account of supposed defective composition. 

Only a few separate points may be somewhat more 
closely examined. In the first place, after the above dis- 
quisition, we doubtless scarcely need to defend Shaksi^earo 
against the reproaches that have been raised against him 
(even by Goethe), for having in the last acts unnecessarily 
entangled and spun out the course of tho action by 
Hamlet’s journdy to England, his adventures at sea, his 
return, etc. H^is true that this does affect the external 
composition — the general view of the subject-matter, the 
rapidity of the progress of the action, tho clearness of 
tho development and the certainty of its final object — and 
if this had been declared a defect, the objection would 
he justified from the stand-point of {esthetic conformity 
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to rule. But the external conformity to rule is not always 
one and the same thing as the highest aims of art, its law 
is frequently supplanted by higher laws. These laws 
demand that the external composition shall in all cases 
be directed towards the internal principles and objects 
of the drama ; accordingly, it must not fear the appearance 
of an imperfection, if the latter serves to express and to 
realize the fundamental idea of the whole. It is in this 
way that the seeming defect becomes an excellence. And 
it cannot be denied tliat, from this point of view, the devia- 
tions just spoken of, a])pear well-founded, when it is 
considered that the purpose of the piece is to show how 
the self-made thoughts, hopes, and intentions of man, miss 
their mark, not only on account of their own short-sighted- 
ness, but that by an internal necessity their unfounded 
suppositions are thwarted and disturbed by the equally 
baseless emf)iro of chance. In ‘ Hamlet’ a groat variety 
of complicated relations and events had to be exhibited, 
because it is only in a state of complication such as this, 
that the impotence of the human mind to shape life 
merely in accordance with a subjective standard, with the 
desire and inclination, can bo manifested. It was intended 
that the spectator himself should be overwhelmed, stupe- 
fied and bewildered by it, and that lie should himself thus 
become directly aware of similar weaknesses and uncertainty 
in himself. The same reason, and not, as might be sup- 
posed, mere theatrical effect, accounts for Shakspeare’s 
introducing the ghost; this is done partly in order to 
bring the secret crime within view by a single flash of 
light, partly in ordei, in the most effective manner to 
furnish the strongest motive that could be devised for 
Hamlet’s actions, and thereby to heighten the conflict 
between the given circumstances and Hamlet’s character. 
The sajne reason, lastly, induced the poet to place folly 
and madness in such close juxtaposition with the shrewdest 
intellect, the most remarkable wealth of *mind and the 
most profound reflection. While Ophelia’s mental de- 
rangement and the disturbed state of Halmlet’s mind, 
reveal what is terrible and ruinous, old Polonius’ hollow 
wisdom, which in reality is only concealed folly, exhibits 
more of that foolishness and perversity which is contained 
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in the fruitless endeavour to acquire the perfect sovereignty 
of t bought over circumstances and events. This i s still more 
apparent in the scene with the grave-diggers ; it demon- 
strates, as it were, in oculis^ the powerlessness of this 
endeavour and tlie presumption contained in it, by pointing 
Odt how the inquisitive mind in its pride of intellect — 
while wishing freely and boldly to direct the whole course 
of life — is not even capable of saving itself from the teeth 
of the small, busy worms. The riddles of the two merry 
clowns witli tlieii* broad humour, is a parody on the great 
toil and trouble whicli the mind imposes upon itself in 
order to sofir up to that giddy height upon which, after 
all, it cannot maintain itself. How significant also is the 
connection between this scene and tliat where Hamlet 
meets Laertes at Oplielia’s grave ; how significant is 
Hamlet’s dinict fall from his philosophical height, from 
his pi’ofouiid rcfiections into ])assionate artLeur and want 
of self-possession ! In my opinion, tlierefore, oven this 
scene has its full poetical justification and is by no means 
disturbing or superfluous. 

Equally unjust, lastly, are the objections raised against 
the closing scene. The motiv(‘s of the sudden and unex- 
pected solution of the coni])lication — which is occasioned 
more by acchUmt than by i)remcditatod intrigue — have 
already been pointed out. P>ut in addition to this, objec- 
tion has also hcen made to the introduction of Fortinbras 
(although ])rcparation is already made for his appearance 
in the viuy first act) ; it has been regarded as a purely 
external, arbitrary and meaningless piece of ornamentation, 
stuck on to th(3 story only in order to give the conclusion 
a .striking elf ct. 15ut apart from the fact that, as already 
remarked, Ftntinbras forms the cctmplementary pendant 
to Horatio, and that both in their mode of thought and 
action represent tiie necessary organic contrast to Hamlet 
and the other dramatic characters, , Shakspeare is justly 
fond of conckiding his overpowering tragedies with the 
prospect of a new and better state of things whicK 
rises up out of suffering, ruin and death. As in ‘ Konieo 
and Juliet,’ ‘ King Lear ’ and ‘ Macbeth,’ so it is here. It 
is the elevating, conciliatory power of the tragic, which is 
manifested not merely in the purification and sublimation 
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of the tragic characters, hut also in the blessing and peace 
which springs np out of tlie storm and 1^3iui)est for the 
survivors and coming generathms. Wh(*n Hamlet has 
fought and struggled so long, that — in giving up his grand 
endeavour — ho iinally perceives (v. 2) : 

“ Tlieiv s a diviiiily that shapes our ends, 

Kough how thorn how we will,” 

when ho has thus acknowledged the internal neccssit}' 
in the course of the hislorical events, from which ho 
tried to escape, and is now finally prepai’cd to relinquish 
what he does not possess; when his mind is at rest, the 
disturbance of his mind at an end, and the stormy vehe- 
111011(50 of his temperament overcome, f.e., when the contra- 
diction out of whi(jh the action proceeded is solved — at 
iirst towards the inner side, in the mind and character 
of the hero, and then externally by the violent death of 
the guilty King and (hiocn, — and when the task of 
revenge imposed U])on the hero is accomplished — more 
by the hand of rrovidence in the form of accident than 
by Hamlet’s free action — i,e., when the fearful deed upon 
which the drama turns is finally ac(5oraplished in that 
form which alone corres])onds with its substance — Hamlet 
then dies in the calm hope of a better existence. He 
dies not only — as his last words to Horatio imply — with 
the firm conviction of receiving jiardon from Heaven, but 
also in the certainty that his beloved Denmark is about 
to see happier times. The elevating, conciliatory clement 
of the tragic patlnislics indeed more especially in the puri- 
firation, the sublimation of the hero, as reflected in Hamlef s 
resignation and self-denial which are based upon purely 
moral motives. But for this very reason the prospect of 
a better future for the whole country — which is repre- 
sented in the person of young Fortinbras and springs 
up from the downlall of the old I’oyal house — must not be 
wanting if its downfall and more espechMy the death 
•of its last, noble s(non (who has been swept along by a 
tragic fate), is not meant to leave in us the impression of 
a disturbing dissonance, 
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CHAPTER VI. 

THE DATES AND SOURCES OF THE FIVE GREAT TRAGEDIES. 

I HAVE been loth to disturb the charming climax to which 
these five tragedies ascend in succession, and which 
draw the essential principles and different stages of 
life into the tragic view of the world, by dry historical, 
philological and critical disquisitions. I propose, therefore, 
now to give the few necessary remarks concerning tlieir 
respective dates and origin. ‘Romeo and Juliet’ and 
‘ Othello,’ as has hitherto generally been assumed, are 
respectively the earliest and latest. Of "Borneo and Juliet ’ 
there exist two very old editions; the first is dated 1597, 
the second 1699; the former was, probably, originally 
a stenographic transcript made during the performance 
of the play, the latter is augmented in every seem', and not 
only corrects the errors and omissions of the tirst, but 
is probably also founded upon a subseqiu'iit revision of 
the whole poem by the poet himself. And, wliile, accord- 
ing to the first edition, the piece, as^ regards language 
and versification, colouring and character, possesses some- 
thing of the youthful awkwardness and want of power 
in portraying the whole wealth of the inner life in a 
corresponding breadth of expression and action, and conse- 
quently is much briefer and more condensed (as in the 
case of ‘ Titus Andronicus ’ and ‘ Henry VI.’ 2nd and 3rd 
parts), the second edition appears already to possess quite 
the same ampleness, polish and completeness as the folio 
of 1623, which with but few alterations, is reprinted in 
the later quai^ of 1609. If we take the first of these 
editions, Tyrwhitt’s supposition that the Nurse’s words : 
*’tis since the earthquake now eleven years,’ may have 
originally applied to the earthquake felt in England in 
1580, is not at all so entirely unfounded as Malone at first 
thought. For if he, with the concurrence of Drake, is 



606 


shakspicare’s tragedies. 


[book IV. 

disposed to find an ciTor of reckoning in the Nurse’s 
words, he forgets that children arc not necjpssarily weaned 
after their first year, that on the contrary in earlier times 
it was the custom for a mother to suckle her child for 
two years and longer, and this may the more readily be 
assumed in the present case, as the Nurse expressly says 
that Juliet could not only stand, but even run about and 
speak. In fiict there is nothing to prevent the play (in 
the form it stands in the edition of 1597) being — in accord- 
ance with its first appearance — assigned to about the year 
1592, therefore pretty soon after ‘Henry VI.,’ ‘The Two 
Gentlemen of Verona’ and ‘ Love’s Labour Lost.* This is 
corroborated not only by the many passages in rhyme — 
the wliole scene between Friar Laurence and Eomeo moves 
in rhymes — but especially by the frequent occurrence of 
alternate rhymes —which are rarely met with in Shak- 
speare’s later dramas. The versification is as carefully 
correct as in tlie poet’s youthful plays. The language, 
also, still exhibits a prevailing lyrical character and fre- 
quently reminds one of ‘ Veous and Adonis;’ it is rich 
in those so-called conceits which Lilly had introduced 
from Italian novels ; and in spite of the later revision, 
there still remain many lines where the expression of the 
pathetic loses itself in the obscurity of bombast, and tho 
imagery I’ominds one of tho often forced similes and far- 
fetched points in Shakspeare’s youthful works. These 
considerations, in my opinion, make it seem probable that 
‘Romeo and Juliet’ may have been composed before 
‘ Richard II.’ and ‘ King John,’ and tliereforo not so late as 
1592, as is supposed, by Collier and Dyce, who follow Malone. 

‘ Othello,' in tho form we now have it, was foi'merly 
pretty gencTally accounted among the poet’s last works, 
most critics assigned it to the year 1612. But there is no 
doubt that tho manuscript which Collier * is said to have 
discovei ed and, according to which ‘ Othello ’ was per- 
formed by Burbage’s company as early as^,, August 1602, 
for the entertainment of the Queen at Lord Ellesmere’s 
residence, is a forgery.f However, according to a ro- 

* New Particulars, p. 59. 

t Ingleby, he., 261 f.— According to an article in the The Athe- 
mmm, June, 1868, p^863, The Extracts from the Accounts of the 
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oontly discovered document (a list of the plays performed 
at Court in 1604), a drama entitled ‘ The Moor of Venice ’ 
was acted in the Banqueting House at Whitehall, on the 
1st of November, 1604.* The poet’s name is not men- 
tioned, it is true, but there is no reason for doubting that 
it was Shakspeare’s ‘Othello.’ Possibly therefore, the 
piece was brought upon the stage in 1604, but was 
probably remodelled at a later day by Shakspearo himself 
and put into the form we now have it. For it did not 
appear in print till 1622, and according to tho partially 
extant accounts of Lord Harrington, the King’s treasurer, 
it was acted at Court in May, 1613, at the celebration of 
tho marriage of the Princess Elizabeth with the Elector 
Palatine*! That Shakspeare remodelled it for this occa- 
sion is of itself very likely, and becomes almost a matter 
of certainty by the fact that in the third act, there is a 
distinct allusion to King James’s second patent of the 
28th of May, 1612, concerning tho creating of baronets.{ 
The substance of both these tragedies, moreover, is 
founded upon Italian novels ;§ ‘ Eomeo and Juliet,’ upon 
Bandello’s Sforiunata morte di due infelicmmi Amanti^\\ 
‘ Othello ’ upon Giraldi Cinthio’s Eecntommithi.% For 
although there existed a drama of the same subject and 
title as ‘Komco and Juliet’ oven before 1562, still it is 
not likely that Shakspearo was acquainted with the piece 
which had never been printed, and had certainly long since 
disappeared from the stage; and that later dramas had 
treated the same subject — which certainly seems to have 
been very popular — is a mere conjecture. Tho first novel 
Shaksi)oare may have known either from the version in 


Bevels^ etc., in so far as they refer to the theatrical performances at 
Court (hence those concerning tho representations of Othello and 
Measure for Measure)^ are suspected of being forgeries. Compare tho 
further discussiMi on this point in vol. ii. 

* Dyce’s Shahs.y, i. p. 92. 

t Dyce, I.C., 94. 

X Chalmer’s Suppl. Apol., p. 160. Drake, ii. 527 f. 

§ Compare Echtermeyer, Henschel, andSimrock ; Quellen dm ShaJts.^ 
etc. Berlin, 1831. 

11 II. 9, Ed. of 1554. t Beo. iii. Nov. 7. 
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Paynter’s ‘Palace of Pleasure/ or from Arthur Brockets 
‘Tragioall Historye of Eomeus and Juliei^.' a narrative 
poem not without merit, which appeared in print as early 
as 1502.* A careful comparison shows that Shakspeare, 
even though he knew Payntor’s translation, has chiefly 
followed the more poetical description of Brooke. Of 
Cinthio’s novel f, however, we do not know of any 
English translation of Shakspeare’s time, and his being 
said to have known it from the French of Gabriel Chapuys, 
is founded on the more supposition that he was unac- 
quainted with tho Italian language. Both dramas agree 
in all essential points with the sources from which they 
were taken ; every single deviation, however, is a poetical 
excellence of which the reader may easily convince 
himself. In ‘Othello,’ for instance, the affecting con- 
clusion of the whole is entirely Shakspeare’s work ; tho 
novel, as it were, runs on and loses itself in tho sand. 
In like manner the excellent, life-like characters of 
Mcrcutio, Count Paris and the Nurse in tho first play, and 
of Roderigo, Cassio and Emilia in tho second, are Shak- 
spoare’s own invention ; in Bandollo and Cinthio we 
have only the mere names. That the spirit he has 
contrived to breathe into tho borrowed subject-matter is 
thoroughly his own, and that ho first raised the principal 
figures into truly poetical characters, is self-evident. 

Shakspeare’s life-giving and animating power manifests 
itself with even still more force in ^Hamlet' Tho 
* Legend of Amleth furnishes scarcely more than a 
bare skeleton, which, it is true, appears somewhat more 
supple in Bolleforest’s tragical stories and their English 
translation §, but compared with Shakspearo’s ‘Hamlet,’ 
it remains a colourless and life-less skeleton. Whether 
Shakspeare drew from this novel or from tho old play of 
tho same name, which was known before 1587, cannot be 

* Collier has had both reprinted in his ShaJeespeare'd* Library, a Col- 
lection of Romances, Novels, etc. (vol. ii.). 

t Collier, I.C., printed in the original. 

X The oldest known sources of which are the Danish histories of 
Saxo Grnmmaticus. 

§ In the old novel. The Eystorie of EambUtt^ in Collier, 2.O., i 
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ascertained as tlio old play is lost.* Probably, however, 
the latter was the immediate source of our ‘ Hamlet,’ 
iiiasiiiuch as Shakspeare’s attoution was presumably drawn 
towards it. by its being ‘ warmed up again ’ (after 1594). 
That he did not begin to work upon tlie subject till after 
1597 may, with safety, be assumed from the fact that 
Meres does not mention ‘ Hamlet.’ It is not entered at 
Stationers’ Hall till the year 1002. The oldest edition, 
which has only recently become known, bears the date 
of lOOo, and therefore is presumably only a pirated 
edition. t In the second quarto of 1004, which had 
hitherto been regarded as the earliest, it a})pears half as 
long again (as tiie title ilsedf intinuites), and this new 
version was made tjie foundation of the folio of 1013 ; it 

* Th. Nash nieiitioiis it in his EpUtU to GeMleimn Students 
of the tico i'nivri‘8dles \vhi(!h ^vas printed as a kind of prologue to 
Greono’s Arcadia (IVlonaphon), and in which the autlior of the piece 
is ridiculed os the Knglish Seneca, iK'ing, in reality, an ignorant 
lawyer. It is a iiuittor of little importance whether this epistle — as 
Fariiur and Kniglit think — did not appear till or, as Dyee main- 
tains, as 0 irly ns 15(87. In no case caTi the old play, of which it specks, 
have hoen written hy Shiikspc'are as the lirst and subsequently revised 
sketch of his Ifandet — which opinion is assumed by Knight, Elze 
and others. 'This is coutradichid in the first ]»hico by the remark which 
Nash makes of the })erson of the author. Morciover, in this case, the 
Jlatuht which, according to llcnslowo’s ‘Diary,' was ])erformed in 
1591, and is mentioned by Th. Ijodgo in his WiVs Mim'ie (1596), 
would also have to be Shakspeare’s. This, however, is again contra- 
dicted — as already remarked — by Lodge’s own words, when speaking 
of one of the devils whom he mentions : ‘ lie looks as pale as ye wizard 
of ye ghost wliich crit;d so miscral)ly at ye theatre, like an oistcr-wife, 
Hamlet revenge.' For in Bhakspcjirc there is no such exclamation in 
the speech of the Ghost. The word revemge is met with but twice 
in fill of wlnit tla; Ghost says (in the earlier edition of 1603 but once), 
and moreover not as an exclamation of warning, but at the commence- 
ment of his narrative, therefore not shrieked out, but spoken quietly 
in the flow of the speech. Lastly, it would indeed be very strange that 
if Shakspeare’s Uamht had existed before 1598, Meres — in his 
frequently quoted work— should not have enumerated it among the 
twelve pieces of Shakspeare which ho mentions, when he does not 
even omit TBus Andronicus^ which is obviously a youthful pro- 
duction. 

t And yet there can be no doubt that this edition gives the play in 
nn earlier and more imperfect form, although miserably distorted, as 
Delius {Shalis. Werhe^ i., p. iii.) points out; hence that Shakspeare 
reniodellefi it. This is perfectly evident upon a closer examination ot 
the piece, as Ch. Knight (he., p. 63 If.) has proved. 
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has only occasional abridgments, and in compensation 
some additions which do not exist in the other, but are 
met within the print of 1603, though in a distorted form.* 
Curiously enough, in the edition of 1603, the missing 
passages are especially those in which we have Hamlet’s 
meditations and reflections on the problems of human life. 
Their being added may have specially contributed to the 
very considerable enlargement of the new version. Perhaps 
it was the study of Montaigne’s ‘Essays’ (the English trans- 
lation of which ap2)eared in 1603) that induced the poet 
to revise the pla}^ and to give greater prominence to the 
distinguishing features in Hamlet’s character. Shakspeare, 
as wo know, i)()ssessed a copy of this translation, and 
Montaigne's scejdical observations — which everywhere 
betray the same unsatisfied ponderings — may have placed 
Shakspeare’s mind in a similar state, or, at all events, have 
offered him rich material for the continuation of his work ; 
they would also recommend themselves to his interest 
from a dramatical point of view, because they gave 
greater depth to the character of the hero, stronger 
motives fur his conduct and, at the same time, made him 
a sharper contrast to his surroundings. I am, therefore, 
inclined to assume that the piece may have made its 
first appejirancc between 1598 and 1600, and that its 
present form belongs to the year 1603.| 

* In my opinion tho reniark on tlie title-page of tho edition of 1604 : 
* Newly imprinted and enlarged to <dmo8t as much agame as it was, 
according to the tnu' and perfect coppie' proves that tho piece had only 
shortly before h(Mni expan(ietl to about double its length. For tho 
word ^ newly' (-vidently does not refer only to ^imprintedy but also to 
^enlarged' and tli ' words ‘as it ivaSy cannot possibly bo considered as 
referring to the pirated edition of 1603, and as signifying that the piece 
is enlarged to about almost double the length in which it appeared in 
that edition. 

^ t This supposition is sii[»portod by the references to the family rela- 
tions and ciicmiistimccis in the life of James I., which are undoubtedly 
met with ill Hamh t^ ace trdiiig to tho mtorpretatior>8 of K. Silberschlag 
(Prutz's MmeniHy ISoO, i. 004 If., 808 f., I860, i. 132 if.) ^d Joh. Muller 
(P/e politisehea Aiispidniigefi in Sha1c*8 Hamlet^ Berlin, 1864. Com- 
pare also Court and Society, from Elizabeth to Anne, Edited by the 
Duke of Miiiolio ter, l.oml, 1863). Still I feel convinced that they 
cannot either have greatly intliienced tho poet’s motives or affected 
the development of his work, and cannot, therefore, be of any assistance 
to the interpretation of the diama. 
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Of * * * § ‘Klng Lear' thero exist, in addition to the folio 
edition, two earlier quartos, issued hy tlio same publisher, 
and in the saiho year. The one is far more correctly 
printed than the other, and contains im})ortant deviations.* 
It was, no doubt, the great demand for the work that 
induced the publisher to make arrangements for a second 
and better impression. The piece is entered at Stationers’ 
Hall under the date of November 26th, 1607, with the 
remark (repeated on the title-page of both editions) ‘ As 
yt was plaid before the King’s Majesty at White-Hall, 
uppon S. Stephen's Night; in Christmas Hollidaies.’ 
Accordingly, it was in existence at the end of 1606. That 
it did not appear till after Elizabeth’s death, and probably 
after the proclamation of James I. in October 1604 (on 
the occasion of his accession to the throne), may l)o inferred 
from an allusion to the union of Scotland and England 
under the name of Britain;^ but, moreover, there are 
several names of devils and demons mentioned by Edgar, 
which can be proved to have been borrowtid fromllarsnet’s 
‘Discovery of roi)ish Imposters,’ wliich was published in 
1603.t The tragedy, therefore, did not, at all events, 
appear till after 1603, probably not till after the publi- 
cation of the above-mentioned ju’oclamation of James. 
As, however, the entry in the llegister of Stjitioners’ Hall, 
and the two old quartos exj^ressly mention its performance 
before the king, without, as customary, referring to the 
frequent repetition of the i)iece (as a sign of its popular- 
ity), this representation at Court is probably meant to 
indicate the first appearance which met with specially great 
^applause. In addition to this, is the fact that the mucii 
older play, ‘ The True Chronicle History of King Loir and 
his three Daughters,’ etc.,’ § is entered in the books of the 
Stationers’ Company under the date of May 8th, 1605, 
with the remark as ‘ lately acted,’ in other words, that it 
had been recently revived after a long interval. This 
performance ^and the approval which the play may 

* Camb. idge Edition of Sli.’s Works, T. viii., p. xii. f. 

t Chalmer’s Suppl. Apol. p. 417 f. 

X Collier’s Shakespeare, vii. 353. 

§ Six Old Flays, upon which Shakespeare is founded, etc., vol. i., 
889 flf. 
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have excited, in spite of its great defects (as we may 
presume from its first appearance in print), may have 
drawn Sliakspoare’s attention to the dramatic value of the 
material, and have induced him to compose his ‘ King 
Lear.’ Now, as those external indications coincide with 
the intcTiial testimonies — character, composition, versifi- 
cation and language — the piece was probably finished at 
the beginning or about the middle of the year 1606. The 
legend of ‘ King Leir,’ who is said to have ruled over 
England in the year of the world 3105, is found narrated 
in tlie Chronicles of Holinshed and his predecessor Geofiroy 
of Monmouth. It is only recently that a still earlier 
source lias been found in a Welsh manuscript under the 
title of ‘ Clii’onikle of the Kings ’ ; it, however, corresponds 
in all essential points with Holinshed’s account. The 
earlier piece is pretty much the same as the later one, 
whereas our tragedy deviates from it considerably, so that 
in this case, as in ‘Hamlet,’ the subject — owing to the 
entirely different character it has received — appears at first 
sight wliolly altered. Moreover, it is made half as long 
again by tlie introduction of the story of Gloster and his 
sons, of which the legend and the old ‘King Leir’ knows 
nothing, and the subject of which (but again only the 
first, rude outlines) Hliakspcaro probably borrowed from 
an episode in Sidney’s ‘ Arcadia.’ * It is astonishing, and 
absolutely like new creation, when we consider what 
Shakspeai’e has hero elaborated out of such dry materials ; 
but still more astonishing is the skill with which he has 
harmoniously interwoven the two subjects, and contrived 
to imbue both the old legend and the modern tale with 
the same doe])ly poetical significance and spirit. Th(f 
characters of Kent and the Fool, as in fact those of all the 
person agt'S, are his own invention. 

In the case of ‘ 3Iachet1i’ on the other hand, the legend — 
which is here based upon a semi-historical foundation — 
had worked out the subject for him more perfectly. The 
history of iMacbeth (which belongs to about'* the middle of 
the eleventh century), as narrated in Holinshed’s Chronicle,! 
contains all the essential tragic motives which Shakspeare 
unfolds in his tragedy. Also in regard to the course of 
♦ lu Collier; Shakespeare’s Library^ vol. ii. t See CoUier, ho. 
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the incidents, he has made only slight altemtions, having 
done almost no more than condense what is undraniati- 
cally diffuse in the naiTative. All the characters, also, are 
given by Holinshed, at least in outline ; even the witches 
and their piophecies are not wanting. And yet we need 
only place Holinshed’s Chronicle and Shakspeare’s drama 
side by side, to see what a mighty genius it recpiired to 
produce sueh a work out of the given materials : the less 
the external facts, the position of affairs, the circumstances 
and relations of the acting personages are altered, the 
more astonishing is the skill and the poetical power with 
which the subject-matter has received depth, poetical 
animation and harmonious arrangement. The character 
of the hero also, although altered but in a few featui’es, 
appears, nevertheless, b}* this veiy means changed into a 
truly tragic character.* That the play was not com- 
posed till James’s reign, is proved even by the introduc- 
tion of the kings of lianquo’s race, among whom tlames 
himself figures as the beai’er of a triple crown. Moreover, 
by making Banquo appear ignorant of tlie murder of 
Duncan, Hhakspeare uiiqucstionabl}^ deviated from the 
historical tiudition, simply out of regard for his patron ; 
but even this small matter of politeness is, at the same 
time, a poetical excellence, for, if Bampio were made an 
accomplice, the weight of the tragic pathos would partly 
be transferred from Macbeth to him, and thereby become 
weakened. James’s descent from Banquo is e.\pressly 
mentioned in the appendices to Warner’s ‘Albion’s 
England,’ which first appeared in jirint in 1(506, ami 
4iiay, probably, not have been a generally known fact 
before that date. Malone, j* therefore, with the concur- 
rence of Chalmers, Drake, and the .best English critics, 
assigns the drama to about the year 1606. 'J 'hat it was 
not written earlier, seems to me as almost certain, to judge 
from its character, language and composition. I would 
rather agree its having been written some years later, 
and this supposition is confirmed by the remark in a 
mannscript diary belonging to a Dr. Simon Forman — 
recently discovered by Collier — which reports the per for m- 

* Compare Hiecke : Shakspeare^s Machethj p. 98. 

t Chronoloy. order ^ etc., in Reed’s Shakspeare, ii., 337 f. 

VOL. I.- 2 L 
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ance of ‘Macbeth/ on the 20th of April, 1610, and inti- 
mates that the piece had only just appearcjd, at least, that 
he had hitherto been unaware of its existence.* Accord- 
ingly it is probable that the play opened a cycle of summer 
representations for that year, and a new play was likely 
to bo chosen for such an occasion. This supposition has 
mot with objections, inasmuch as the allusion to the 
union of the three kingdoms under James’s sceptre, made 
it seem probable that the play appeared soon after James’s 
accession to the throne ; but I do not see why this cour- 
tesy should lose its meaning by the play being performed 
before the king in 1610, in place of 1609. The tragedy 
was first 2 ^rinted in the folio edition in 1623 — a circum- 
stance which also supports the supposition of its later 
origin. 

* Collier, New ParlictdarSf etc., p. 23. 
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TITUS AXmiONICUS. TIMON OP ATIIEXS. 

I CLASS these two tragedies together for several reasons, 
but especially on account of a certain internal affinity 
between them, and becauise, in regard to date they most 
probably form tlio opcuiiiig and the close of Shalcspcare’s 
activity in the domain of Tragedy. Tlicse two ))lavs 
when compared with each other, throw a peculiar light 
upon the nature of Shakspearo’s tragic poetry, as w( 11 
as upon the tragedies which were written in the interval 
between them. 

. 1. Titus Anduontcus. 

This was a favourite piece with the poo])le ; according 
to a remark of Ben Jonson in his ‘ Bartholomew Fair ’ 
(1604), it had been on the boards for from twenty -five 
to thirty years, and, therefore, must have been written in 
1587-88. Mercs — who was not only acquainted with tho 
dramatic art and literature of his day, but seems also to 
have been a personal friend of Shakspeare’s — cites the 
play aiuong the twelve pieces which ho mentions with 
approbation in his work of loUH, already frequently quoted. 
The piece also exists in the first folio edition which -was 
arranged by Heniing and Condell, likewise friends of 
Shakspeare, and joint shareholders with him of the (Hobo 
Theatre. In face of historical testimonies of such weight, 
no critical arguments can l)o of any value, much less tlu n 
the often petty remarks <.f the early English critics, w ho 
were prejudiced by a false feelitig of taste, and doubted 
tho genuinen^s of the ])iece because they considen^d it 
unworthy of Shaksjieare ; further, because many passages 
(according to Mario w^e’s calculation twenty) contained 
allusions and images from ancient mythology and history, 
nay, even Latin verses ; again because there was not a 
single humorous scene, and because the lines run on in 

2 n 2. 
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tinchanging irregularity without Shakspeare’s usual dis- 
syUabic terminations; and lastly, because^ the piece was 
entered at {Stationers* Hall, without the poet’s name, on 
Feb. 6th, 1694, and had also been printed anonymously 
in two earlier editions, during the poet’s lifetime (in 1594 
and 1611).* The last reason, which in our day would 
be the strongest, when applied to {Shakspeare’s time is the 
weakest. For when a piece first appeared on the stage, 
the poet’s name — in accordance with the custom of the 
time and the general estimation of such productions — 
would unquestionably not have been mentioned, and may, 
therefore, in 1594, have been unknown to the publisher, 
who, certainly edited it without the author’s knowledge 
or consent ; or else, the addition of the name may have 
appeared quite superfluous as the piece had long had its 
admirers, and did not re(iuire the authority of a name 
to recommend it. For, are not the three above-mentioned 
editions of ‘ Eomco and Juliet’ as well as several other 
quartos (for instance, the three old editions of ‘ Henry V.,’ 
those of ‘ h’ichard II.,’ of 1597, and of ‘ Henry IV.’ of 
1598) published without Shakspeare’s name ? The edition 
of 1611 is, moreover, most ])robably merely a reprint of 
tlio earlier one of 1594 which is lost. But as to the sup- 
posed un-Shakspearian peculiarities in regard to language, 
versification, etc., they are partly not at all so un-Shak- 
spearian as they are thought to be —for in those pieces 
which are well known to be his earliest, i.e., his youthful 
productions, wo meet with the same regularity of versifi- 
cation, the same monotony of cadence and rhythm as in 
‘ Titus Andronicus,’ — and partly, become perfectly intelli®, 
gible as soon as we consider that when young Shakspeare 
first came to London, he know nothing more of dramatic 
art and poetry than what he may have become acquainted 
with through representations given by the companies of 
players who visited {Stratford ; accordingly, that in his first 
poetical attempts, ho could scarcely have (^one otherwise 
than follow the footsteps of the earlier celebrated masters — 
in the present case, especially Kyd and Marlowe — in 
whom wo find an abundance of such peculiarities. It 
would, on the contrary, have been as much surprising had 
* Recd’a Shakspeare, xxi., 138, HO f. 
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he not done this, and had his first attempts at once been 
perfect masterpieces. This ‘ Titns Andronicus’ is cer 
tainly not. On the contrary it is not difficult to discover 
the great defects of the piece. The deeds and fortunes 
represented are so hideous, so revolting that they can only 
excite horror and disgust, nay, in this respect the play 
even surpasses Marlowe’s well-known pieces of violence 
and rage, in the same proportion as it stands above them 
in tragic power and moral earnestness. Atrocity is suc- 
ceeded by atrocity, which follow upon one another in 
an astounding gradation ; when we fancy we have reached 
the highest pitch of unnatural cruelty and wickedness, 
we are suddenly, in the next scene, shown a still higher 
degree. The characters arc sketched in rough outlines 
and harsh colours, nay, the Moor Aaron is perhaps — I 
fear only perhaps — untrue to nature, being a devil rather 
than a man. It is true that the nature of human wicked- 
ness is most difficult to understand and most easy to depict. 
The development of the action is hurried on, if not actually 
without consideration, still with precipitate haste and 
without adequate motives. The composition, lastly, is not 
well rounded off, although the great variety of actions and 
incidents is not inartistically arranged and can readily bo 
surveyed. 

Those are, indeed, important defects. But if we bear 
in mind the wild tragedies of Marlowe (which were so 
highly praised in his own day) and the other favourite 
pieces of the English public, such as ‘ The Spanish Tragedy,’ 
‘ Soliman and Perseda,’ etc., it will seem very natural that 
^Shakspeare, in the overflowing energy of youth, should 
have fallen into the same aberrations. For his school of 
art was chiefly nothing but his own experience in art. 
He had to pass through the existing state of dramatic 
poetry which ho was subsequently to leave so far behind ; 
and his having in Tragedy followed the footsteps of Kyd 
and Marlowey rather than those of Greene and Peelo, 
happened no doubt from the same reason which led Goethe 
and Schiller to prefer Shakspeare to Eacine and Voltaire, 
and Pindar to prefer Stesichoros to Simonides. That, 
however, he has far surpassed his models in their own 
style, and accordingly that ‘ Titus Andronicus ’ cannot 
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have been written by any second, greater, but unknown Kyd 
or Marlowe is a point which scarcely anvfone acquainted 
with tlie earlier English tragedies will dispute, if he con- 
siders the merits of the piece as well as its defects. It 
cannot be said that Sliaks])eare has hero confounded the 
tragic with the horrible ; he lias rather given the tragic 
but the lower one-sided and hence inappropriate form of 
the horrible. The horrible is doubtless not tragic in itself, 
but it may nevertlieloss Ix) tragic just because it con- 
sists only in tlio external /ona of human actions and 
sufferings. To kill a man witli the thrust of a dagger 
is not horrible, altliongh it is so when he is tortured to 
death on the rack. ‘ Titus Andronicus ’ will always remain 
tragic in so far as here also what is humanly great and 
noble falls of its own frailty, or its inherent one-sidedness. 
Fur that the hero is not undeservedly overpowered by his 
tragic fate, is evident if, on the one hand, wo consider 
the cold-blooded indifference with which ho causes Tamora’s 
eldest son to bo conducted as a victim to the sacrifice — 
an act of cruelty in which his own sons take part ; — on 
the other hand, the passionate heat in which he strikes 
down his own child for a pardonable opposition to his 
will, and finally the fearful inhuman revenge he takes 
upon the doubtless equally inhuman Queen. Moreover, 
poetical justice is also satisfied by the common ruin which 
ill the end overtakes all those that are guilty. Lastly, 
it must not bo overlooked that the foundation of the whole 
is bas(;d upon those later days of the J^onian empire, which, 
as is well known, wore so full in horrible deeds of every 
d(^scri])tion, and that the history of the time almost outstrip® 
the boldest imagination. The character of the age forms 
so decidedly the background of the whole picture, that 
the piece thci’eby somewhat resembles the historical dramas, 
and, accordingly, ought to be viewed and examined by no 
other than the spirit of the ago.. When this is done it 
will be found that the tragic element, in t^is case, could 
not have been represented otherwise ; and it may be asked, 
if horror does really exist in history, why should not the 
tragic element sometimes also assume this form ? Tragedy, 
in its full force and the whole depth of its significance, 
is, in fact, not created for tender minds with weak nerves* 
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It requires strong shoulders to hear tlio accumulated 
weight of the t;i’agic pathos contained in the life of man. 

This, therefore, is not the principal defect of the piece. 
How much of what is horrible is met with in the uni- 
versally admired Greek tragedies, the mytlis of Atreiis 
and Thyestes, Orestes and Clytemnestra, fKdipus and 
his family, the sources of the Greek tragedy! Is not 
Gloster’s fate in ‘ King Lear ’ horrible? are we not also at 
times seized with horror in ‘ Macbeth ’ and ‘ Othello ’ ? 
In single cases, therefore, it is perfectly allowable; the 
f.iult lies only in the fact that that which, in accordance 
with its nature, is but an isolated, special, and exceptional 
reality, ap])eai s liere as the (jener(d, sole^ form of the tragic 
element. The drama itself, its substance and ideal character 
is a mere representation of the tragic, degenerating into 
the hoi riblc, wliich indeed nc(;essarily takes place when, in 
the univoi sal decay of the state and people, even a good 
and noble character (like Titusj breaks through the most 
indis2)ensibk!, tlio most sacred ties of nature, owing to a 
want of clearness of moral consciousness, of power, and 
self-control, and tramph'S upon all parental feelings. It is 
this deed, which is s})un out into the fearful tissue of the 
following sceiies of hoiTor, that first awakens the fiend in 
Taiiiora’s nature, and the brute in Aaron. When (jvil is 
challenged by the good itself, it not only annihilates 
itself, but the good as well, wdiich, of course, is then no 
longer tiaily good. It is from this point of view that the 
whole draiua is composed ; it forms the organic centre in 
which all the sei)arato rays converge. But the horrible, 
wheii so accumulated, and made such an ordinary, natural 
element of life, requires a deeper and more accurate 
foundation. It is not sufficient simply to presuppose a 
general state of decay, because the horrible is not neces- 
sarily tho (fcneral form of the tragic, even in such a state of 
ihiiigs. llowever even this fault is one that could bo 
tolerated, at least, it is not wholly wanting in motive. 
The principal and actual defect is, in reality, the total 
absence of the conciliatory element in the tragic pathos. 
Titus Andronicus dies without having even once come to 
the consciousness and conviction of his guilt, to the dut}' of 
submitting to the ivill of the gods, in short, without that 
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which is good and beautiful in him having been purified 
and sublimated by the tragic j^athos. It if the same with 
his younger sons ; na}", even Lavinia, whoso character is 
intended to be one of noble womanliness, can, with cold 
indifference, hold the basin which is to catcli the blood of 
the two victims, and is herself killed by the dagger of her 
own father while assisting at the horrible repast. Aaron, 
Tamora, and Saturnine die as they have lived, and Lucius 
marks his elevation to the dignity of governor witli the 
command for the inhuman and revolting execution of the 
Moor. Thus the drama ends in a shrill discord which is 
but little relieved by the abnipt and cold declaration of 
the now ruler ; 

“ Then afterwards to order well the state 
That like events may ne’er it ruinate — ” 

although it somewhat reminds one of Shakspeare’s later 
manner of concluding his tragedies. Wo do not feel sure 
that things will not continue to proceed, behind the 
scones, in the way they have begun ; we turn* with horror 
from such a view of human nature, nay, wo are almost 
forced in despair, to ask, Why was such a race ever called 
into existence ? 

That, moreover, oven this drama is rich in profound 
thoughts and wonderful imagery, peculiarly Shakspearian 
(which burst through the whole like flashes of lightning), 
nay, that it is full of deeply pathetic and highly poetical 
scenes, cannot be denied even by those who doubt its 
having been written by Shakspearo.* I shall only call 
attention to the scene of the shooting with bows and 
arrows, and the interview between Titus and Tamora, whoi 
announces herself as the goddess of vengeance, to the old 
man who is regarded as insane. Even the latter’s curious 
state of mind, this chiaroscuro between madness and in- 
tentional self-command, between playful thoughtlessness 
and energetic presence of mind, is described with wonderful 
truth and accuracy. Even without historip,! evidence, 
therefore, such single passages would be sufficient to prove 
that the work could only be the youthful attempt of one 
of the most gifted poets. 

* See Gervinus, Shakespeare Commentaries^ translated by F. E. 
Bunn^t (1875), p. 102 ff. 
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It cannot with safety be decormined whence the subject 
of the piece was taken. A ballad on the same theme and 
with the same title is entered at Stationers’ Hall in 1 594 
under the same date as the play. But it is probable that 
— as frequently happened — the ballad was composed from 
the favourite drama; still it is also probable that the 
reverse was the case. But, as according to Paynter’s 
‘ Palace of Pleasure ’ the story of Titus Andronious was 
very well known at the time, the subject-matter is by no 
means Shakspeare’s own invention ; on the contrary, he 
has hero again kept pretty closely to his sources, 

2. Timon of Athens. 

‘ Timon of Athens ’ is one of Shakspeare’s most remark- 
able pieces, and in many respects is a problem that has given 
editors, interpreters, and critics much to puzzle their 
brains with, which has nevertheless not, by any means, as 
yet been satisfactorily solved. In the first place the repre- 
sentation sutFers from a striking want of equality; some 
portions have evidently been worked out with pleasure 
and care, others, on the contrary, have been so carelessly 
thrown off, and connected in so IcM^se and disjointed a 
manner, that they are not only wanting in strict coher- 
ence, but oven contradictions have crept in. It is much the 
same as regards the delineation of the characters; several 
of the personages, especially Timon himself, are described 
minutely and thoroughly in Shakspearo’s usual masterly 
style, others are mere sketches drawn with a few touches, 
^and others again, mere representatives of whole classes 
of men. Lastly, similar contradictions pervade the 
diction ; by the side of lines which, in structure, rhythm, 
and linguistic character entirely resemble the treatment 
of the blank verse of Shakspeare’s later pieces, wo find a 
loose and careless prose, unconnected, bounding transitions 
from the one form of language to the other, passages of 
which it can'iiot bo determined whether they are intended 
to be verse or prose; we also find rhyming couplets in 
places where Shakspeare does not generally employ them. 
Coleridge was therefore of opinion that the tragedy — • 
originaUy one of Shakspeare’s most perfect works — ^had 
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subsequently been corrupted in various ways by altera- 
tions, additions, and omissions on tlie part of the actors, 
whereas earlier English critics ascribe the cvi&ent corruption 
of the text only to careless copyists, printers, and correctoi s. 
Charles J^night, however, endeavours to prove that ‘ Timon 
of Athens ’ is tlie earlier work of an unknown author which 
Shakspeare has only partially remodelled.* ]S\ Delius at 
first considered the play to be a youthful production of 
Sliakspcare’s own which ho subsequently improved only 
in several passages, and in others remodelled entirely, but 
he now shares Knight’s opinion, and has, accordingly, 
at tempi ed to distinguish the parts written by Shakspeare 
from the rest.f Gervinus, lastly, wishes to ascribe this Joose- 
ness of style, to a series of Shakspearc’s later plays (such 
as ‘ I’imon of Athens,’ ‘ Antony and Cleopatra,’ etc.), and 
regards it only as a general, but to us unknown state of 
the poet’s mind. — In this alone all critics agree, that the 
piece, so far as it was written by Shakspeare, is one of 
the works of tlie last period of his poetical carper. 

I, on my part, consider it as extremely improbable that 
Shakspeare, in the last period of his poetical activity, 
should have remodelled the work of another poet, and that 
his friends Ileminge and Condell should have admitted 
this — ill all essential i)ointS'— foreign work into their col- 
lection of his works. It is also surprising that there 
nowhere exists a trace of this strange and certainly not 
unimportant i)oet or his works, although he doubtless was 
a contemporary of IShakspeare’s, and — as his supposed hand 
in ‘Timon’ proves — a not inexperienced dramatic poet. 
For all critics are now agreed that the portions of the 
play which, in the opinion of Knight and Delius, have‘ 
Ix^'en left unaltered by Shakspeare, betray the hand of an 
accomplished dramatic poet, rather than the distinguishing 
features of a youthful production, that, accordingly, ‘ Timon 
of Athens’ cannot even have been a youthful work of 
Shakspeare’s own. Moreover, I cannot find that the dif- 
ference between the supposed foreign ])ortiohs and those 
written by Shakspeare is as great and wide, as they appear 
to the (perhaps more sharp-sighted) eyes of Knight and 

* Studies of ShdJispere, p. 68 if. 

t Jahrbuch d. Veutschen Shalcespeare-Geselhchaftt ii. 335 fif. 
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Delius. Both of them, at least, grant that oven those 
portions contain passages which are quite iShakspearian in 
character. I think that the uiupiestionablo inequality of 
the drama, apart from the equally unquestionable cor- 
ru])tion of the text, seems to lie in the decidedly greater 
hurry and carelessness with which some portions have been 
worked out, compared with others. In explanation of this 
inequality, I must remind the reader of the well known re- 
mark of Heminge and Oondell — in their Preface to the first 
edition of Shakspeare’s works (1623) — that the manuscript 
of his dramas contained hardly a correction, ‘ scarce a blot.’ 
Shakspeare, therefore, was so in the halfit of being pecu- 
liarly quick and correct in writing down his dramas, and 
of doing so with such ease and readiness, that this manner 
of working had excited the admiration of his friends, 
whereas Ben Jonson — as is well known — considered this tho 
cause of tho several mistakes which, in his opinion, iShak- 
speare had committed. On the other hand, wo know that 
Shaksi)eare revised and remodelled several of his plays 
(for instance, ‘Hamlet,’ ‘itomco and Juliet,’ etc.) after ho 
had given them up to the tlieatre, and they had been for 
some time on tho stage. This ju'obably occurred much 
more frequently than we are justified in assuming from 
the poor state of our knowledge on the subject; for in 
those days it was tho general custom of tho theatre to 
bring older plays again on to the stage, after having, by 
additions and im])rovements, furnislied them with some 
new power of attraction. I coTijeeture, therefore, that 
Shakspeare originally made a rapid and hurried sketch of 
* Timon of Athens,’ only that this was done with greater 
‘ hurry and carelessness than usual (perhaps because towards 
the end of his poetical career he became more and more 
dissatisfied with the theatre and his profession), but that 
subsequently — after tho piece had been brought upon the 
stage — he found liimsclf nevertheless obliged to work out 
some parts with more care ; perhaps, because of the small 
success the \’)iece had met with. 

This, however, would only explain tho internal inequality 
in the treatment of tho various parts of the drama. The 
external inequality, tho greater corruption of the text 
visible in several parts, and, indeed, just those in which 
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Shakspeare seems to have made little or no alterations, is 
doubtless owing partly to the carelessness of fhe compositor 
and corrector of the press, partly, however, as I think, 
owing to another reason which may be inferred from 
the manner in which the piece appears printed in the folio 
of 1623 — the form in which it was first published. It is 
hero placed between ‘Eomeo and Juliet* and ‘Julius 
CoBsar,’ and fills apparently but nineteen, in reality twenty- 
one leaves (from p. 80 to p. 98), inasmuch as four and 
not two leaves are marked with numbers 81-82. The first 
leaf after p. 98 is filled only with the names of the actors 
who took i)art in the representation, the following leaf, how- 
ever, is a blank. The print of ‘ Julius Ctesar ’ commences 
diiectly after this, but the first leaf is not, as it should be, 
marked p. 100, but p. 109. Obviously, therefore, the print 
of ‘ J ulius Caesar ’ was commenced before ‘ Timon of Athens ' 
Wfis finished, probabl}^ because the manuscript of ‘ Timon * 
was incomplete, and the missing portions could not bo 
procured quickly enough. Shakspeare’s original manu- 
script was consequently no longer in existence, and the 
piece had to be made up from the scrolls of the actors. 
This, in the first place, explains the insertion of the double 
leaves with pages 81 and 82, and likewise the second 
curious coincidence that, although the print begins with 
the heading Actus primus, Scaenus prima, there is no further 
mention, in the play, of a division into acts and scenes. 
If we further assume (what is more than likely) that 
certain parts were very carelessly written, and that the 
actors had taken it upon themselves to introduce more or 
less important alterations into the text, by additions, 
omissions, etc., perhaps also that the whole had been 
abridged by the manager, this will explain not only the 
great corruption of the text in single passages, as regards 
language and versification, but also the looseness of the 
connection, the occasional contradictions and the un- 
motived manner in which the hero of the drama — upon 
whom everything turns — disappears from the stkgo, leaving 
one in ignorance as to whether, and why he dies just at 
that moment. (Perhaps the actual closing scone in the 
stage manuscripts was entirely wanting or was intention- 
ally cut short.) 
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It is self-evident that the co-operation of all these cir- 
cumstances could result only in a work defective in many 
respects, and that it does not require any peculiarly sharp 
insight to discover a whole series of faults in the form in 
which the play has come down to ns. I, nevertheless, 
think — apart from single instances — that to judge from its 
substance, spirit, and character, it is by no means a work 
unworthy of 8hakspeare. But, in order to penetrate into 
the substance of the whole, it is first of all necessary to 
understand the character of Timon, and it is just his 
character that has repeatedly been misunderstood. Timon 
has not won the love of his fellow-men, only by his profuse 
liberality, his entertainments and drinking-bouts, which 
would justify the question, What hast thou done to entitle 
thee to demand general love and consideration ? He has 
also slied his blood for his country ; ho is not onl}^ a brave 
warrior, but such an experienced general and statesman 
that the Senate and people of Athens turn to him as a last 
resource in,J:heir time of need. lie could include among his 
friends not oidy parasites and a low set of people, but also 
the greatest and most influential men of Athens. Born and 
brought up in the lap of luxury, in a well-regulated homo, 
and unquestionably beneath the eyes of noble parents, 
faithful teachers and servants, happy and great by wealth 
as well as by an abundance of noble qualities of mind, and, 
accordingly, beloved and flattered by all around him, he 
bad accustomed himself to consider all men to be 
as noble and virtuous as, in fact, he himself is. In 
spite of their weaknesses and faults, of which he is of 
course aware, ho regards them all as brothers, as members 
' of one large family, who have but one common inheritance 
from the friendly gods, each a portion for his own manage- 
ment. d’his is why he regards his own property as existing 
merely for the common benefit of all ; this is why he likes 
to accept what he can give back doubly and trebly ; this 
is why his external good fortune is to him nothing, the love 
of his fcllo\?' creatures everything. His not understanding 
human nature does not so much arise from any fault of 
his own, as because it has hitherto never shown itself to 
him otherwise than in the one bright light of a selfishly- 
displayed friendship and consideration for himself. The 
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ardour of liis love and his enthusiasm for virtae is, there- 
fore, certainly an error, hut an error infinit|)ly more hcau- 
tiful and noble than the plain truth. Who will blame him 
if, in the enthusiasm of his imagination and of his devoted 
Boul, he takes men for what tliey ought to bo? Assuredly 
that realistic common sense which, in pity, smiles at such 
idealists, is the poorest, the most pirjsaic wisdom ; a species 
of wisdom in which commonjdace men excel most, and 
every addition to whose empiric treasury only makes the 
possessor the poorer and the more pitiable ! 

What, then, is the true reason of the miserable downfall 
of this noble, philanthropic character? Feeling and 
imagination are evidently the predominant powers in his 
soul ; they form the centre of his being, and in the peaceful 
course of his existence he has completely given himself 
up to them, lie does indeed possess intelligence, judgment, 
and acuteness of understanding, but it is only in i^eculiar 
circumstances, in times of need that they assert them- 
selves ; they lie dormant as long as no external impulse 
sets them in motion. Such men may, perhaps, have great 
wealth of thought and mind, but only in a one-sided manner, 
and for one domain. In their case, everything usually turns 
round one fundamental and leading thought ; accordingly, 
Timon is as inventive and disinterested in his self-sacri- 
ficing philanthropy, as he is inexhaustibly ingenious and 
unbending in the exjiression and exercise of his misanthropy. 
To idealise is the vital principle of his mental activity. 
Thus he first of all idealises himself, not only subjectively 
but objectively as .well ; he ads, too, in accordance with 
his conce})ti()n of self. Eccentric, therefore, as his love 
and esteem for all men may appear, he is as eccentric, 
subsequently, in his hatred and contempt of himself and 
whatever bears the name of man. This is the fault of 
his exceedingly sanguine and almost equally choleric 
temperament. This tendency of his nature to idealise, this 
wealth of imagination, and the disposition to yield to his 
highly sensitive feelings, does not let him come^fco a perfect 
knowledge of his own self. He has never allowed himself 
to become conscious of his own weaknesses and failings. 
In his excessive enthusiasm for virtue ho has not heard 
the gentle voice of conscience, which would have told him 
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tha.i> his very passion for loving and desire of self-sacrifice 
— that thirst fur friendship and reverence for others as 
well as for himself— was foolish, perverse and selfish, 
because, in fact, it made himself and the circle imme- 
diately round him, the central point of all existence. 
This is the great delusion, the unjustifiable one-sidcdness 
into which he has fallen from the beginning, and to 
which he in the end succumbs. He has, in reality, thought 
only of himself and his surroundings, never of the world 
as a whole, never of humanity, never of the general and 
true welfare of man. Special individuals were to him 
humanity, the sporadic mass of men he regarded as the 
whole. The indiscriminate devotion duo only to the whole 
he, accordingly, conferred upon special individuals ; it is 
upon them only that he has relied, and therefore has relied 
on nothing. As soon, accordingly, as this solo support 
breaks down, it also immediately crushes his whole life 
and existence. He involuntarily falls from one extreme 
into the other, from false general philanthropy into an 
equally false general misanthropy, because the connecting 
link between the two contrasts —the right apprehension 
of the difference, but nevertheless existing concatenation 
between the special and the general — is wanting. And 
yet this blind p/i^7anthropy, alone, was the vital element 
of his nature ; the equally blind wmnthropy is poisonous 
air to him which ho cannot breathe for any length of 
time ; the passionate desire to annihilate everything that 
bears the name of man, makes him its first victim. 

If, therefore, Timon’s character forms the nucleus of 
(ttthe dramatic action, as well as the fundamental motive 
of its development, the play in spirit and character is not 
unworthy of being classed with the five great tragedies 
of ‘ Korneo and Juliet,’ ‘ Othello,’ ‘King Lear,’ ‘ Macbeth ’ 
and ‘ Hamlet.’ For as in the case of these mastoT pioces, the 
groundwork upon which they are based is formed by the 
special and principal motives of human existence — the state 
of the beti?)thed, marriage, family life, the relation sub- 
sisting between the state and the power of will and action 
(as its foundation and preservative), the contradiction 
between the outer world and the inner nature and cha- 
racter of man, between the force of circumstance and the 
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power of thought — so, in the present case, the ideal basis 
of the tragedy is formed hy the more general relation of 
the special to the whole, i.e,^ of man to humanity. And 
as, in the first cases, the love of the betrothed, the love of 
husband and wife, the love of parents and children becomes 
tragic under certain circumstances, so in the present case 
the general love of humanity immediately turns into tragic 
pathos when — in its oiie-sidedness, which amounts to the 
adoration of men, it confounds man with humanity— it 
gives itself up wholly without discrimination, and thus 
forgets and injures the right of the love of friends, of 
parents and of country. Accordingly, when comprehended 
in its inmost nature, this tragedy appears to stand in 
a significant and ideal relation to ‘Komeo and Juliet’ 
and ‘King Lear’; it forms, so to say, the second and 
completing half of the latter. In the former cases 
we have love in its peculiar relation to those special, 
organically arranged circles into which the whole of man- 
kind is divided ; in the present case, we have* love in its 
most general relation to this whole itself. The 8j)here of 
sentiment — the centre and ju’cdominant power of which 
is love — is thereby exhausted, and all its principal domains 
brought within the tragic view of life. An organic 
contrast to this is found in Hamlet, as the rci)resentative 
of the sphere of mind and thought, whereas Macbeth holds 
the mean between these contrasts, inasmuch as he reprer 
Bents the sphere of will and of action into which — at least 
as regards the drama— the other two spheres must of 
necessity flow. 

In spite of the censured defects of the play, it is, in my« 
opinion, wonderful with what skill Shakspeare has con- 
trived to form so unmanageable a subject, as is offered by 
the story of Timon, into a living and drastic action. I’his 
he has accomplished partly by the relations he has estab- 
lished between the life and fortunes of the individual per- 
sons and the whole nation and state ; particularly, howevei-, 
by the triple contrast in which he has placed the character 
of Timon as regards the other chief persons of the piece. 
In the first place in its contrast to the worthless flatterers 
and parasites who affect the same friendship, devotion and 
philanthropy towards Timon, merely in order to prey 
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upon him. These personages are certainl}" hut little 
individualised, 9 they are in reality as like hs peas, and 
yet the poet has with striking irony contrived to giv** 
each his peculiar shade of colour, as is especially indii atcd 
in the different ways in which they accept and reject 
Timon*s entreaties for assistance. Opposed to th s friend- 
ship of semblance and falsehood, stands the true and wa rm 
affection of '1 imon’s household, especially that of his steward 
Flavius, whom 'I’inion declares the only honest Jiian. in 
an over-civilized, morally corrupt state, whoi e the senators 
are usurers, where the i^eople abandon thoniNelvcs to 
luxury and gluttony, and banish the more virtuous from 
their midst or leave them to perish from neglect, and wherti 
the army, accompanied by courtesans, takes up arms 
against its own country, the little of viituo and morality 
that is left takes refuge in the lowest orders. 

A very contrast to Timon, in his self-made misanthropy 
and in his sincere hatred of mankind, is found in tlie 
c^mio Apemnntus. To the latter wo might justly put the 
question : What hast thou done for mankind, tJiat thou 
presumest so profoundly to hate and despise them V He 
is himself but half a man ; his life has always been 
but half that of a irian ; accordingly, his Ireatmont f)f 
himself and of men is only half human, i.a.^ half currish. 
Because fortune has denied him her best gifts, and becau e 
he cannot attain consideration and authority in any other 
way, ho has had recourse to his mind, his coarse wit, and 
his more than ordinary strength of will, so as to assert 
himself by a cynical mode of life, and by the unblushing 
jmpudence with which hesnapjjishly and jeeringly attacks 
everything. The contempt into which he places himsell*, 
protects him from every resentment. Injuries from him 
are no injuries; oven the most just reproach loses i‘s 
significance and force in his mouth. Thus ho moves about 
like a ridiculous phantom, useless to himself and a bui*dcii 
to others, the warning example of a view of life quite 
similar to tlfat of Tiiiion’s, only that it is the pervert C(b 
reverse side. In the end he is far surpassed in his depart- 
ment by Timon, and wo may assume that he was affected 
by this humiliation, or got better of his own accord. 
Alcibiades, lastly, on the one hand, connects the relations 
vox*, h ^ 
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betvy'een the personal life of the hero and the general life 
of the state and people, on the other, l^s too forms a 
certain contrast to Timon. Thus he, like all the other 
characters, is a necessary member in the organism of the 
whole, in so far as he essentially co-operates in the 
development of the character of the hero, as well as in 
the progress of the action, which again is the result of the 
development of the hero’s character. For he exhibits in 
his person the ricjlit way in which mcTi people, mch men 
ought to be treated. He repels injustice by injustice, 
force by force, and preaches sense and morality sword in 
hand. But his right manner of managing life is suitable 
only for such a wrong sort of men, such a lawless people, and 
thus, in re ality, it is in and of itself simply a wrong way.* 

Mow, it is the very fact of Alcibiades being, or at least ap- 
])eririiig in the end to be in the right, that constitutes the 
defect of the drama. It too is wanting in the elevating, 
conciliatory clement of the tragic pathos, and this 
es]iccially marks its affinity to ‘Titus Andronicus.’ If 
Alcibiades is right, then life is not worth the living; 
there would, in reality, bo no history, because there is no 
ethical progress in humanity ; wo should have in tears to 
exclaim with Flavius (iv. 2) : 

“ Strange, unusual blood 
When man’s worse sin is, lie docs too much good I 
Wlio tlicn dares to be half so kind again ? 

For bounty, that makes gods, does still mar men.” 

In such a case sin and injustice would alone prevail, 
and at most tind their mutual corrective in themselves. 
In spite, therefore, of the artistic manner in which, here^^ 
also, the several threads of the action seem gathered and 
formed into one harmonious whole — so that Shakspeare’s 
great and often doubted power as regards dramatic com- 

* H. Woelfell, in my opinion, forms too high an cstimfito of the 
charactrr of Alcibiades in conceiving him to be a pendant to Timon. 
For this h(^ lacks the purity of heart, the depth of feeling, the moral 
greiitness and nobility of mind, which distinguish limoii’s actions 
and the objects which he pursues. At all events if this was the inten- 
tion Shakspeare had in view when weaving the story of Alcibiades 
into the representation by means of these hxise threads, then the figure of 
Alcibiades is not strongly enough defined, not accurately enough 
dollueated, has not sufficient light thrown upon it. 
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petition (the essential point of all dramatic poetry) is 
again set fortb in the most brilliant light — in spite of its 
single great beauties, and the deeply significant funda- 
mental motive which supports the whole, wo neverthelc.^'S 
leave the drama with the direct impression of an unre- 
solved dissonance, and a closing dissonanceleft unre- 
solved is a defect in all art. In addition to this the 
character of Timon, both in his love for and hatred of 
mankind, appears so highly idealised, or, if it bo preferred, 
so exaggerated, carried so far beyond the ordinary human 
standard, that we cannot make ourselves take any true 
interest in him or his tragic fate. We feel too convinced 
that w'e should not act similarly under similar circum- 
stances, that a similar fate could never befall us. His 
character, although by no means unnatural, is, nevertheless, 
of such an unusual type, such a mere exception to the rule, 
that he cannot excite in us any personal sympathy, but 
merely the interest of an extraordinary phenomenon, 
a pure psychological interest. 

Whatever, therefore, may have been the motives which 
induced Shakspeare to choose this subject, it always seems 
that, in his later years, he had lost the fine tact for what was 
the measure and limit of his art, which (except in his fii st 
youthful deviations, as in ‘ Til us Androiiicus,’ ‘ Henry YI.,’ 
and others) had invariably been such a safe guide to him, 
and that, as in his youth, he had allowed himself to he 
carried away by the shite of his own mind and feelings. 
When we compare this tragedy with his other, and pro- 
bably his latest works, it can scarcely bo disputed that 
(L.his view of life must, in his latter years, have become 
more and more melancholy. Even in ‘ Macbeth ’ tlio con- 
ciliatory element of tragedy, the mild splendour of tha 
setting sun, such as is spread over Komeo’s, Lear’s and 
Hamlet’s death, is removed far into the background. 
There hangs over ‘ The Winter’s Tale,’ over ‘ Cymbelinc,’ 

‘ The Temyest,’ and even over ‘ Measure for Measure,’ 
a profound, solemn earnestness of feeling. The shadows 
continue to become deeper, till finally in ‘Timon of 
Athens ’ we have the full darkness of night, and it is only 
beyond the scenes of the play, as beyond human existence, 
that we behold the cheerful light of day. 
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It would be difficult to describe misanthropy wkh 
such vigour and truth, without having e»perienced the 
fueling oneself. Shakspeare’s state of mind about the 
time of the composition of the piece, must have been 
somewhat like that of Timon’s, otherwise it is scarcel}^ 
conceivable how he could have felt himself, even moment- 
arilv, attracted by this subject, which was not by any 
means specially suited for dramatic purposes. Moreover, 
there were suffici<mt external circumstancjes and reasons 
wliieh, in the last years of his life, might have embittered 
his work as an artist, and even his wliolo life, in look- 
ing back upon it. lie was doomed to see how that 
upon which ho had lavishly spent all his mental energy 
was pnjfaned and soiled by rude hands; doomed to 
see how the idea of beauty— as it presented itself to his 
mind, and witli it the poetical power and depth of that 
vi(jw of life in whicli he had himself lived, and which he 
believed lie had found to contain truth — was not merely 
driven out of the spirit of the age, but that^'the nation 
itself became more and more d(‘generato, both morally and 
]>olitically. lie had to confess to himself that his struggles 
and strivings had been in vain, that he and his works 
would soon bo forgotten, perhaps for over (this actually 
seemed to be the case a few decades after his death) ; 
it seemed to him as if art and poetry were for ever to bo 
banished from his beloved England. Well, then, might 
tlie tone of his mind become a shrill dissonance, which ho 
would then endeavour to embody in a corresponding and 
hurriedly sketched work, in order to shake it from his own 
soul. This seems to me confirmed, in addition to tho/j 
general character of the whole drama, more especially by 
tlio strong satirical and cutting attacks upon a mercenary 
art, whose solo object was profit and success, and which was 
slavishly servile to every humour, every caprice of taste; 
this alone would testify to the late composition of the 
drama. For these reasons, which coincide, in a striking 
manner with the peculiar nature of the text, I 'believe that 
‘Timon of Athens’ is one of Shakspeare’s last works, 
perhaps his very last production.* 

* Marlowe assigns the play to about tlie year 1G09, because North’s 
translation of Plutarch— from which, according to Marlowe’s opinion, 
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SlJi^ltspcare drew the subject of his two preceding dramas, JuUm 
Cihmr and Antany and Cleopatra — probably iudiiccd him to take up 
the story of Timoix (see Reed’s edition of Hhnk. ii. 848 f. 354). Chalmers 
{Supplemental Apology y p 391), on the other hand, lays hold of a 
h.w small coincidences in order to prove that Titnon of Athens must 
have been written as early as the reign of Elizabeth, brake (ii. 440) 
sigrees witli him although Chalmer’s proofs make it exceedingly pro- 
bable tliat the play cannot have appeared he/ore 1612. There are no 
internal leasons for determining the time of it.s composition. Wliether 
Sliaks[)earc drew liis subject from North’s translation of Plutarch — 
who pdi't nthetically introduces the fundamental features of Timon's 
history in his account of the life of Antony — or whether he took it 
Irom Paynter’s earlier collection of novels (Tlie Palace of Pleasure^ i. 28) 
in wliieii it also exists, or (what is the most probable supposition) from 
the ohl forgotten dramas which had iakt n up the same subject (one 
of which, a ^^ti^F acade mic production, is extant, and has been ro 
published by A. Dyce among the papers of the Sliakespeare Society 
under the title of Timoriy a Play now first printed, etc., London, 1842) 
— is a question that does not admit of being decided. North’s trans- 
lation, at all events, offered Shakspiiarc a mere skeleton, without cither 
riesh or blood. — Delius fixes the date a little earlier, becau.se ho thinks 
that Shakspeare remodelled the foreign drama (which, in his opinion, 
is tiie foundat.on of our play) soon after his Pericles, which, acxjording 
to liim, originated in the same way and was originally the work of the 
same author. This point will be more fully discussed in our second 
volume. 


END OF VOL. I. 
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tLVDlSOVTB WerkSi Notes of Bishop 
Hurd. Short Memoir. Portrait, and 8 
Plates of Medals. 6 vols. 

This is the most complete edition of 
Addison's Works issued. 

ALFIERI'S Tragediee. In English 
Verse. With Notes, Arguments, and In- 
troduction, by E. A. Bowring. C.6. a vols. 

AMERIOAN POETRY. - Sa Poetry 
of America, 

BACON'S Moral and Historical 
WorkSi including Essays, Apophthegm^, 
Wisdom of the Ancients, New Atlantis. 
Henry VII.,* Henry VI 11 ., Elizabeth, 
Henry Prince of Wales, History of Great 
Britaim Julius Csesar^ and Augustus Cscsar. 
With Critical and Biographical Introduc* 
tion and Notes by J. Oevey, M.A. Por- 
trait. 

•— See also Philosophical Library, 


BRINE (B. ten). Early English 
Literature (to Wiclif). Py Bernhard ten 
Brink. Trans, by Prof. H. M. Kennedy. 

BROWNE'S (Sir Thomas) Works. 

Edit, by S. Wilkin, with Dr. Johnson’s 
Life of Browne. Portrait. 3 vou. 

BURKE’S Works. 6 vols. 

— - Speeches on the Impeachment 

of Warren Hastings ; and Letters, a vols. 

— — - Life. By Sir J. Prior. Portrait. 

BURNS (Robert). Life of. By J. G. 
Lockhart, D.C.L. A new and enlarged 
edition. With Notes and Appendices by 
W. Scott Douglas. Portrait. 

BUTLER’S (Bp.) Analogy of Reli- 
gion, Natural and Revealed, to the Con- 
stitution and Course of Nature ; with Two 
Dissertations on Identity and Virtue, and 
Fifteen Sermons. With Introductions, 
Notes, and Memoir. Portrait. 


BALLADS AND SONGS of the Pea- 

santry of England, from Oral Recitation, 
private MSS., Broadsides, &c. Edit, by 
R. Bell. 

BEAUMONT AND FLETCHER. 

Selections. With Notes and Introduction 
by Leigh Hunt. 

BECKMANN (J.) History of Inven- 

^ tions. Discoveries, and Origins. With 
Portraits of Beckmann and James Watt, 
a vols. 

BELL (Robert) Ballads ^ Chaucer ^ 

Green. 


BOSWELL’S Life of Johneon, with 
the TOUR in the HEBRIDES and 
TOHNSONIANA. New Edition, with 
Notes and Agiliiendices, by the Rev. A. 
Napier, M.A, Trinity College, Cam- 
bridge, Vicar of Holkham, Editor of the 
Cambridge Edition of the 'Theological 
Works or Banow.* With Frontispiece to 
each voL 6 vols. 


BREMER’S (Fraderika) Works. 
Trans, by M. Howitt. Portrait. 4 vo^s. 




CAMDEN'S LnslatL or the Discovery 
of India. An Epic Poem. Trans, from 
the Portuguese, with Dissertation, His- 
torical Sketch, and Life, by W. J. Mickle. 
5th edition. 

CARAPAS (The) pf Maddalonl. 
Naples under Spanish Dominion. Trans, 
from the German of Alfred de Reumont. 
Portrait of Masianiello. 

CARREL. The Connter-Reyolntion 
in England for the Re-establishment of 
Popery under Charles II. and James II., 
by Armand Carrel ; with Fox's History of 
James II. and Lord Lonsdale's Memou of 
James II. Portrait of Canel. 

CABRUTHER8.-.fr4 Pope^ in lllut> 
traied Library, 

CART’S Dante. The Vision of Hell, 
Purgatory, and Paradise. Trans, by Rev. 
H. P. Cary, M.A. With Life, Qironolo* 
gical View of his Age, Notes, and Index 
of Proper Names. Portrait. 

’This is the authentic edition, containing 
Mr. Cary's last corrections, with additions 
notes. 
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CBLUNI (Benvenutd). Memoirs off 

^ himself. With Notes of G. P. Carpani. 
Trans, by T. Roscoe. Portrait. 

OERTANTES* Gftlotea. A Pastoral 
Romance. Trans, by 0 . W. J . Gyll. 

— Exemplary Novels. Trans, by 
W. K. Kelly. 

— - Don Quixote de la Mancha. 

Motteux's Translation revised. With Lock- 
hart’s Life and Notes. 3 vols. 

OHAVOER’S Poetical Works. With 
Poems formerly attributed to him. With a 
Memoir, Introduction, Notes, and a Glos- 
sary. by R. Bell. Improved edition, with 
Flrelinunary Essay by Rev. W. W. Skeat, 
M.A. Portrait. 4 vols. 

CLASSIC TALES, containing Rassclas, , 
Vicar of Wakefield, Gulliver’s Travels, and j 
The Sentimental Journey. I 

COLERIDGE’S (S. T.) Friend. A Series ' 
of Essays on Morals, Politics, and Reli- 
gion. Portrait. 

— — Aids to Reflection. Confessions 

of an Inquiring Spirit; and Essays on 
Faith and the Common Prayer-book. N ew 
Edition, revised. 

— - Table-Talk and Omnlana. By 

T. Ashe, B.A. 

— Lectiires on Shakespeare and 

other Poets. Edit, by T. Ashe, B.A. 

Containing the lectures taken down in 
iSix.za by J. P. Collier, and those de- 
livered at Bristol in 18x3. 

— filographla Llterarla; or, Bio- 
graphic^ Sketches of my Literary Life 
and Opinions; with Two Lay Sermons. 

— Mlscellanlesi esthetic and 

Literary ; to which is added, The Theory 
OF Life. Collected and arranged by 
T. Ashe, B.A. 


C0MM1NES.-^S'«^ Philip. 

CONDIpS History of the Dominion 

of the Arabs in Spain. Trans, by Mrs. 
Foster. Portrait of Abderahmen ben 
Moavia. 3 vols. 

COWPER’flOompleteWorks, Poems, 

Correspondence, and Translations. Edit, 
with Memoir by R. Seuthey. 45 £n* 
gravings. 8 vols. 

OOXM8 Momolri of the Duke of 

Marlborough. With his original Corre- 
spondence, flOm family recoras at Blen- 
heim. Revised edition. Portraits. 3 vols. 

%* An Atlas of the plans of Marl- I 
borough’s campaigns, 4to. icv:. 6<f. 


COXE’S History of the Bouse of 

Austria. From the Foundation ofsthe 

^hdn. C^xe. With Continuation from 
the Accession of Francis I. to the Rovolu- 
tionofi848. 4 Portraits. 4 vols. 


CUNNINGHAM’S Lives of the most 

Eminent British Painters. With Notes 
and 16 fresh Lives by Mrs. Heaton. 3 vois. 

DEFOE’S Novels and 

Works. With Prefaces 
eluding those attributed 
Portrait. 7 vols. 

DE LOLME'S Constitution of Eng. 

land, in which it is compared both with the 
Republican form of Government and the 
other Monarchies of Europe. Edit., with 
Life and Notes, by J. Maegiegor. 

^F^LOP’S History of Fiction. New 

Edition, revised. By Henry Wilson. 
2 vols., sf. each. 

EDGEWORTH'S Stories for Chil- 
dren. With 8 Illustrations by L. Speed. 

ELZE’S Shakespeare.— Shakespeare 
EMERSON’S Works. 3 vols. 

Vol. I. —Essays, Lectures, and Poems. 
Vol. II. — English Traits, Nature, and 
Conduct of Life. 

Vol. III.— Society and Solitude— Letters 
and Social Aims — Miscellaneous Papers 
(hitherto uncollected)— May-Day, &c. 

FOSTER’S (John) Life and Corre- 
spondence. Edit, by J. E. Ryland. Por- 
trait. 3 vols. 

— > Lectures at Broadmead Chapel. 

Edit, by J. E. Ryland. e vols. 

— - Critical Essays ooutrilmted to, 

the ' Eclectic Review.' Edit, by J. Er 
Ryland. 3 vols. 

— Essays: On Decision of Charac- 
ter ; on a Man’s wniing Memoirs of Him- 
self; on the epithet Romantic; on the 
aversion of Men of Taste to Evangelical 
Religion. 

— Essays on the Evils of Popular 

' Ignorancejjmd a Discot^ on the Propa- 
gation of Christianity in India. 

Essay on the Improvemon of 

Time, with Notes of Sermons and other 
Pieces. 

— — FosterJona : selected from petiodical 
papers, edit, by H. G. Bohn. 

FOX (Rt. lion. Q. l,)Set Cantl. * 


Mlsoelloneous 

> and N^^es, in- 
to Sir W. Scott. 
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qIBBOITS Decline and Fall of the 

R^man Empire. Complete and unabridged, 
with variorum Notes ; including those of 
Guizot, Wenck, Nitibuhr, Hugo, Neander, 
and others. 7 vols. 2 Maps and Portrait. 

aOETBE*S Works. Trans, into English 
> by £. A. Bowring, C.B., Anna Swanwick, 
Sir Walter Scott, &c. &c. 14 vols. 

Vols. I. and II.— Autobiography and An- 
nals. Portrait. 

Vol. III.— Faust. Complete. 

Vol. IV.— Novels and Tales : containing 
Elective Affinities, Sorrows of Werther, 
The German Emimnts, The Good Wo- 
men, and a Novelette. ^ 

Vol. V.— Wilhelm Meister’s Apprentice- 
ship. 

Vol. VI.— Conversations with Eckerman 
and Soret. 

Vol. VII.— Poems and Ballads in the ori- 
ginal Metres, including Hermann and 
Dorothea. 

Vol. VIII.— Gotz von Berlichingen, Tor- 
quato Tasso, Egmont, Iphigenia, Clavigo, 
Wayward Lover, and Fellow Culprits. 

Vol. IX. — Wilhelm Mcister's Travels. 
Complete Edition. 

Vol. X. — Tour in Italy. Two Parts. 
And Second Residence in Rome. 

Vol. XI.— Miscellaneous Travels, Letters 
from Switzerland, Campaign in France, 
Siege of Mainz, and Rhine Tour. 

Vol, XII.— EarW and Miscellaneous 
Letters^ including Letters to his Mother, 
with Bio^phy and Notes, 

Vol. Xlll.x Correspondence with Zelter. 

Vol. XIV'.- Reineke Fox, VV'est-E.nsicrn 
Divan and Achilleid. Translated in 
original metres by A. Rogers. 

— Correepondenoc with Schiller. 

2 vols,— SchilUr. 

— Faust.- .V(V Colh’shilc St'yrs. 


GOLDSMITH’S Works. 5 vols. 

Vol. I.— Life, Vicar of Wakefield, Essays, 
and Letters. 

'' Vol. II.— Poems, Plays, Bee, Cock Lane 
Ghost. 

Vol. IIL-Tlie Citizen of the World, 
Polite Leamin/c in Europe. 

Vol. IV.— Biographies, Criticisms, Later 


Essays. 

Vol. V. — Prefaces, Natural History, 
Letters, Goody Two-Shoes, Index. 


QREBKE) MARLOWE, and BEN 

JONSON (Podhs of). With Notes and 
Memoirs by R. Bell. 

QREQORT’S ^.) The Evidences) 

Doctrines, and Duties of the Christian Re- 
ligion. 

GRlMM^S Household Tides. With the 
Original Notes. Trans, by Mrs. A. Hunt. 
Inl^ttction by Andrew Lang, M.A 2 
vols. 


amors HlstfAr of Rwesentntlve 

Government in Europe. Trans, by A. R. 
Scoble. 

— English Revolution of 1640. Frooi 

the Accession of Charles I. to his Death. 
Trans, by W. Hazlitt. Portrait. 

History of Civilisation. From the 

Roman Empire to the Frendi RevolutioD. 
Trans, by \v, Hazlitt. Portraits. 3 vols. 

HALL'S (Rev. Robert) Works end 
Remains. Memoir Dr. Gregory and 
Essay by J. Foster. Portrait. 

HAUFFS Tales. The Caravan-The 
Sheikh of Alexandria— The Inn iu the 
Spessart. Translated by Prof. S. Mendel. 

HAWTHORNE'S Tales. 3 vols. 

Vol. I.— Twice-told Tales, and the Snow 
Image. 

Vol. II.— Scarlet Letter, and the Hove 
with Seven Gables. 

Vol. III.— Transformation, and Blithe* 
dale Romance. 


HAZLITT'S (W.) Works. 7 vols. 

— Table-Talk. 

— The Literature of the Age of 

Elizabeth and Characters of Shakespeare’s 
Plays. 

— English Poets and English Comlo 

Writers, 

— The Plain Speaker. Opinions on 

Books, Men, and Things. 

— Round Table. Conversations of 
James Northcote, R.A. ; Characteristics. 

— Sketches and Essays, and Winter- 

slow. 

— Spirit of the Age; or, Contem- 

porary Portraits. New Edition, by W. 
Carew Hazlitt. 


HEINE’S Poems. Translated in the 
original Metres, with Life by E. A. Bow- 
ring, C.B. 

Trnvel-Plctnros. The Tour in the 

Harz, Norderney, and Book of Ideas, to- 
gether wirii the Romantic School. Trims, 
by F. Storr. With Maps and Appendbes. 


HOFFMANN’S Works. The Seiapioa 
Brethren. Vol. I. Trans, by Lt.-CoU 
Ewing. I V'oi. II. in ikt fms. 


i 


HOOPER’S (G.) Waterloo: The 

Downfall of the First Napoleon : a His- 
tory of the Campaign of 1815. ByGrorge 
Hooper. With Mans and Plans. New 
• Edition, revised. 
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BUOO’S (Victor) Df’omatlc Works: 
Hemani — Ruy Bias — The Ring’s Diversion. 
Translated by Mrs. Newton Crosland and 
F. L. Slous. 

» FoomSy chiefly Lyrical. Collected by 
H. L. WUliams. 

BUNOAKT: Its History and Revo- 

Intion, with Memoir of Kossuth. Portrait. 

HUTCHINSON (Colonel). Memoirs 

of. By his Widow, with her Autobto* 
gniphy, and the Siege of Lathom House. 
Portrait. 

IRVING’S (Washington) Complete 
Works. IS vols. 

— Life and Letters. By his Nephew, 
Pierre £. Irving. With Index and a 
Portrait. 9 vols. 

JAMES’S (G. P. R.) Life of Richard 
Cttur de Lion. Portraits of Richard and 
PUlip Augustus. 2 vols. 

—— Louis XIV. Portraits, a vols. 

JAMESON (Mrs.) Shakespeare’s 

Heroines. Characteristics of Women. By 
Mrs. Jameson. 

JEAN FAULi<-^m Richter* 

JOHNSON’S Lives of the Poets. 

Edited, with Notes, by Mrs. Alexander 
Napier. And an Introduction by Pro* 
fessor J. W. Hales, M.A. 3 vols. 

J0N80N (Ben). VozmaottSce Greene. 

JOSEPHUS (Flavius), The Works of. 
Whiston’s Translation. Revised by Rev. 
A. R. Shilleto, M..\. With Topopaphical 
and Geographical Notes by Colonel Sir 
C. W. Wilson, K.C.B. 5 vols. 

JUNIUS’S Letters. With Woodfall’s 
Notes. An Essay on the Authorship. Fac* 
^iles of Handwriting, a vols. 

LA FONTAINE’S Fables. In English 
Versd*, with Essay on the Fabulists. By 
EUnur Wright. 

LAMARTINE S The Girondists, or 

Persona] Memoirs of the Patriots ot the 
French Revolution. Trans, by H. T. 
Ryde. Portraits of Robespierre, Madame 
Roland, and Charlotte Corday. 3 vols. 

The Restoration of Monarchy 
in France (a Seouel to The Girondists). 
5 Fortrsdts. 4 vols. 

The French Revolntion of 1848. 

Portnuts. 

LAMB’S (Charles) Ella and Eliana. 

Complete Edition. Portrait, 


LAMB'S (Charles) Specimens of ^ 
English Dramatic Poets of the thne of j 
Elizabeth. With Notes and the Exacts 
from the Garrick Pld^s. 

— Talfonrd’s Letters of Charles 
Lamb. New Edition, by W. Carew 
Hazlitt. a vols. 

LANZl’S History of Painting in 
Italy, from the Period of the Revi^ of 
the Fine Arts to the End of the i8th 
Century. With Memoir and Portrait. 
Trans, by T. Roscoe, 3 vols. 

LAPPENBERG’S England under the 

Anglo-Saxon Kings. Trans, by B.Thorpc, 
F.S.A. 2 vols. 

LESSING’S Dramatic Works. Com. 
lete. By E. Bell, M.A. With Memoir 
y H. Zimmem. Portrait. 2 vols. 

— Laokoon, Dramatic Notes, and 
Representation of Death by the Anrients. 

Trans, by K. C. Beasley and Helen 
/ininiern. Frontispiece. 

LOCKE’S Philosophical Works, con- 
taining Human Understanding, Controvci >>> 
with Bishop of Worcester, Malcbranche ■> 
Opinions, Natural Philosophy, Reading 
and Study. With Introduction, Analysis, 
and Notes, by J. A. St. John. Portrait. 

2 vols. 

Life and Letters, with Extracts from 
his Common-place Books. By Lord King. 

LOCKHART ( J. a.)See Bums. 

LUTHER’S Table-Talk. Trans, by W. 
Hazlitt. With Life by A. Chalmers, and 
Luther’s Catechism. Portrait after 
Cranach. 

Autobiography.— Michelet. 

MACHIAVELU’S History of Flo> 

rence, The Prince, Savonarola, Historical 
Tracts, and Memoir. Portrait. ^ ^ 

MARLOWE. Poems tsl*—See Greene. 

MARUNEAU’S (Harriet) History 

of England (including History of the Peace) 
from 1800-1846. 5 vols. 

MENZEL’S History of Germany, 

from the Earliest Period to the Crimean 
War. Portraits. 3 vols. 

MICHELET’S An^biography of 
Luther. Trans, by W. H^tf. With 
Notes. 

— The French Revolntion to the 
Flight of the King in 1791. Frontispiece. 

MIONET’S The French Revolution, 

from 1789 to 1814. Portrait of, Napoleon. 
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MILTON’S Prose Works. With Pre- 
&ce, Prelimmary Remark? by J. A. St. 
and Index. 5 vois. Portraits. 

— Poetical WoVks. With 120 Wood 
Rngiavings. a vols. 

MIT FORD’S (Miss) Oar VlUage. 
Sketches of Rural Character and Scenery. 

2 Engravings, a vols. 

MOLliURE’S Dramatic Works. In 

English Prose, by C. H, Wall. With a 
Life and a Portrait. 3 vols. 

* It is not too much to say that we have 
here probably as ^ood a translation of 
Moliere as can be —Academy. 
MONTAGU. Letters and Works of 
liUdy Mary Wortley Montagu. Lord 
WbamcliflFe IS Third Edition. Edited by 
W. Moy Thomas. New and rcsiscU 
editic n. With steel plates. 2 vols. sr. 
each. 

MONTESQUIEU’S Spirit of Laws. 

Revised Edition, with D'Alembert's Analy- 
sis, Notes, and Memoir, a vols. 

NEARER (Dr. A.) History of the 

Christian Religion and Church. Trans, by 
J. Torrey. With Short Memoir, ro vols. 

— Life of lesus Christ, in its His- 

torical Connexion and Development. 

— The Planting and Training of 
the Christian Church by the Apostles. 
With the Antignosticus, or Spirit of Ter- 
tullian. Trans, by J. £. Ryland. a vols. 

— Lectures on the History of 
Christian Dogmas. Trans, by J. E. Ry- 
land. 2 vols. 

— Memorials of Christian Life in 

the Early and Middle Ages; including 
Light in Dark Places. Trans, by J. E. 
Ryland. 

NORTH’S Lives of the Right Hon. 

Francis North, Baron Guildford, the Hon. 
Sir Dudley North, and the Hon. and Rev. 
Dr. John North. By the Hon. Roger 
Nortii. Editedby A. Jessopp, D.D. With 

3 Portraits. 3 vols. 35. 6j. each. 

‘ Lovers of good literature will rejoice at 
the appearance of a new, handy, and com- 
plete edition of so justly famou.s a book, 
and will congratulate themselves that it 
has found so competent and skilful an 
editor as Dr. Jessopp.’-- - '/VVwjr. 

OCELEY (S.) History of the Sara- 
cens and theij^Conquests in Syria, Persia, 
and Egypt. Comprising the Lives of 
Mohammed and his Successors to the 
Death of Abdalmelik, the Eleventh Caliph. 
By Simon Ockley, B.D., Portrait of Mo- 
hammed. 

PASCAL’S Thoughts. Translated from 
the Text of M. Augusta Molinier by 
C.* Kegan Paul. 3rd edition. 


PERCY’S Reliqpos of Ancient Eng* 
lish Poetry, consisting of Ballads, Songs, 
and other Pieces of our earlier Poets, with 
some few of later date. With Essay on 
Ancient Minstrels, and Glossary, 2 vols. 

PHILIP DE COMMINES. Memolri 

of. Containing the Histories of Louis XI. 
and Charles vlll., and Charles the Bold, 
Duke of Burrandy. With the History of 
Louis XL, by Jean de Troyes. Trans- 
lated, with a Life and Notes, by A. R. 
Scoble. Portraits, a vols. 

PLUTARCH’S LIVES. Translated, with 
Notes and Life, by A. Stewart, M.A., 
late Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge, 
and G. Long, M.A. 4 vols. 

POETRY OF AMERICA. Selectlonf 

from One Hundred Poets, from 1776 to 
1876. With Introductory Review, and 
Specimens of Negro Melody, by W. J. 
Linton. Portrait of W. Whitman. 

RACINE’S (Tear.) Dramatic Works. 

A metrical ICnglish version, with Bio- 
graphical notice. By R, Bruce Boswell, 
M.A. 0 .von. 2 vols. 

RANEE (L.) History of the PopeS| 

their Church and State, and their Conflicts 
with Protestanti; m in the x6th and xjrth 
Centuries. Trans, by E. Foster. Portraits. 
3 vols. 

— History of Servla. Trans, by Mrs. 
Kerr, To which is added, The Slave Pro- 
vinces of Turkey, by Cyprien Robert. 

— History of the Latin and Teu- 
tonic Nations. 1494-1514. Trans, by 
P. A. Ashworth, translator of Dr. Gneist’s 
* History of the English Constitution.’ 

REUMONT (Alftred de). Cara/as. 

REYNOLDS’ (Sir J.) Literary Works. 

With Memoir and Remarks by H. W. 
Beechy. 2 vols. 

RICHTER (Jeon Paul). Leyana, 

a Treatise on Education ; together with the 
Autobiography, and a short Memoir. 

— Flower, Fruit, and Thorn Fieoesy 

or the Wedded Life, Death, and Marriage 
of Siebenkaes. Translated by Alex. Ewing. 
The only complete English translation. 

ROSCOE’S (W.) Life of Leo Xm with 

Notes, Historic.al Document.?, and Dis^- 
tation on Lucretia Borgia. 3 Portraits. 
2 vols. 

— — Lorenzo de’ Medici, called ’ The 
MagniBcent,' with Copyright Notes, 
Poems, Letters, &c. With Memoir 01 
Roscoe and Portrait of Lorenzo. 

RUSSIA, History of, firom the 
earliest Period to the Crimean War. By 
W. K. Kelly. 3 Portraits, a vols. 
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■CHILLER’S Works, 7 vols. 

Vol. I.~History of thelfcirty Years’ War. 
Rev. A. J. W. Morrison, M.A. Portrait. 

Vol. Il.—Histoiy of the Revolt in the 
Netherlands, the Trials of Counts Egmont 
and Horn, the Siege of Antwerp, and the 
Distierhance of France preceding the Reign 
of Henry IV. Translated by Rev. A. J. w. 
Morrison and L. Dora Schmitz. 

Vol. III.— D(»i Carlos. R. D. Boylan 
—Mary Stuart. Mellish — Maid of Or- 
leans. Anna Swanwick— Bride of Mes- 
sina. A. Lo^e, M.A. Together with the 
Use of the Chorus in Tragedy (a short 
Essay). Engravings. 

These Dramas are all translated in metre. 
Vol. IV.— Robbers— Fiesco— Love and 
Intrigue— Demetrius— Ghost Seer— Sport 
of Divinity. 

The Dramas in this volume are in prose. 
Vol. V.— Poems. E. A. Bowring, C.B. 
Vol. VI.— Essays, A£sthetical and Philo- 
sophical, including the Dissertation on the 
Connexion between the Animal and Spiri- 
tual in Man. 

Vol. VII. — Wallenstein’s Camp. J. 
Churchill. — Piccolomini and Death of 
Wallenstein. S. T. Coleridge.— William 
Tell. Sir Theodore Martin, K.C.B., LL.D. 

SCHILLER and GOETHE. Corre- 

spondence between, from a.d. 1794-1805. 
Trans, by L. Dora Schmitz. 2 vols. 

SCHLEGEL (F.) Lectures on the 

Philosophy of Life and the Philosophy of 
Language. Trans, by A. J. W. Morrison. 

— The History of Literature, Ancient 
and Modern. 

— The Philosophy of History. With 
Memoir and Portrait. Iran';, liy J. IJ. 
Robertson. 

— Modem History, with the Lectures 
entitled Caetiar and Alexander, and The 
Beginning of our History. Translated by 
L. Purcell and R. H. Whitelock. 

— Msthetio and Miscellaneous 
Works, containing Letters on Christian 
Art, Essay on Gothic Architecture, Re- 
marks on the Romance Poetry of the Mid- 
dle Ages, on Shakspeare, the Limits of the 
Beautiful, and on the Language and Wis- 
dom of the Indians. By £. J. Millington. 

SCHLEGEL (A. W.) Dromatlo Art 

and Literature. By J. Black. With Me- 
moir by Rev. A. J. W. Morrison. Portrait. 

SCHUMANN (Robert), Bis Life and 

Works. By A. Reissmann. Trans, by 
A. L. Alger. 

— Early Letters. Translated by May 
Herbert. With Preface by .Sir G, Grove, 

^ SHAKESPEARE’S Dramatic Art. 

The History and Character of Shakspeare's 
Play*. By Dr. H. Ulrici. Trans, by L. 
Dora Schmitz. ? vols. 


SHAKESPEARE (William). A 

Literary Biography by Karl Elze,. Ph 1)., 
LL.D. Translated by L. Dora Schmiiz.'r^. 

SHERIDAN’S Dranfatic Works. With 

Memoir. Portrait (after Reynolds). 

SKEAT (Rev. W. W.)-^« Chaucer. 
SISMONDI’S History of the Liters. 

ture of the South of Europe. 'I’rans. by 
T. Roscoe. Portraits. 2 vols. 

SMITH’S (Adam) Theory of Moral 
Sentiment.s ; with lEssay on the First For- 
mation of I.anguages, and Critical Memoii 
by Dugald Stewart. 

See Economh' Liimry, 

SMYTH’S (Professor) Lectures on 
Modem History ; from the Irmptionoftht 
Northern Nations to the close of the Ameri 
can Revolution. 2 vols. 

— Lectures on the French RcvolU' 

tion. With Index. 2 vols. 

SOUTHEY.— CffwheYy Wesley t anc 
{Illustrated Library) Nelson. 

STURM’S Morning Commnningi 

with God, or Devotional Meditations fo 
Every Day. Trans, by W. Johnstone, M.A 

SULLY. Memoirs of the Duke of 

Prime Minister to Henry the Clreat. Will 
N otes and Historical Introduction. 4 For 
traits. 4 vols. 

TAYLOR’S (Bishop Jeremy) H0I3 
Living and Dying, with Prayers, contain 
ing the Whole Duty of a Christian and th< 
parts of Devotion fitted to all Occasions 
Portrait. 

TEN BRINK. -A'.r 

THIERRY’S Conquest of England b] 

the Normans; its Causes, and its C^onse 
quences in England and the Continent 
By W. Hazlitt. With short Memoir, a Por 
traits. 2 vols, 

ULRICI (Dr.)— Shakespeare. 

VASARI. Lives Of the most Eminen 

Painters, Sculptors, and Architects. B; 
Mrs. J. Foster, with selected Notes. Por 
trait. 6 vols. , Vol. VI. being an additiona 
Volume of Notes by I k. J. P. Richter, 

WERNER’S Templars in Cyprus 

Trans, by E. A. M. Lewis. 

WESLEY, the Life of, and the Rist 
and Progress of Methodism. By Rober 
Southey. Portrait, sz. " 

WHEATLEY. A Rational lUustra 

tion of the Book of Common Prayer, betni 
the Substance of everything Liturgical ii 
all former Ritualist Commentators upon ih 
subject. Frontispiece. « 

YOUNG (Arthur) Travels in France 

Edited by Miss Beiham Ed\\ard§. U’itl 
a Portrait. 



mSTOiyCAZ AND PHILOSOPHICAL LIBRARIES. 9 


HISTORICAL LIBRARY. 

*22 Volumes at 5x. each, {$ 1 . los.per set.) 


EVi^TlTS Diox^ and Correspond- 

dence, with the Pnvate Correspondence of 
Charles 1 . and Sir Edward Nicholas, and 
between Sir Edward Hyde (Earl of Claren- 
don) and Sir Richard Browne. Edited from 
the Original MSS. by W, Bray, F.A.S. 
4 vols. Engravings (after Vandyke, 
Lely, Kneller, and Jamieson, &c.). 

N.B.—This edition contains 130 letters 
from_ Evelyn and his wife, printed by per- 
mission, and contained in no other edition. 

PEPTS* Diary and Corrospondence. 

With Life and Notes, by Lord Braybrooke. 
4 yols. With Appendix containing ad- 
ditional Letters, an Index, and 31 En- 
gravings (after Vandyke, Sir P, Lely, 
Holbein, Kneller, &c.). 

N.B.—This is a reprint of Lord Hray- 
brooke’s fourth and last edition, containing 
all his latest notes and corrections, the 
copjTight of the piiblishfi's. 


' JESSE’S Memoirs of the Court of 

England under the Stuarts, including the 
Protectorate. 3 vols. With Index and 42 
Portraits (after Vandyke, Lely, &c.). 

Memoirs of the Pretenders and 

their Adherents. 6 Portraits. 


NUGENT’S (Lord) Memorials of 
Hampden, his Party and Times. With 
Memoir. 12 Portraits (after Vandyke 
and others). 

STRICKLAND’S (Agnes) Lives of the 

Queens of England from^ the Norman 
Conquest. From authentic Documents, 
public and private. 6 Portraits. 6 vols. 

Life of Mary Queen of Scots. 

2 Portraits. 2 vols. 

Lives of the Tudor and Stuart 

Princesses. With 2 Portraits, 


PHILOSOPHICAL LIBRARY. 

16 Vols. at 5J. eachf excepting those marked otherwise, (3/. 14J. per jef.) 


BACON’S Noviun Organnm and Ad- 
vancement of Learning. With Notes by 
J. Devey, M.A. 

BAX. A Handbook of the History 

of Philosophy, for the use of Students. 
1 ^ E. Belfort Bax, Editor of Kant’s 
‘ Prolegomena.' 

COMTE’S Philosophy of the Sciences. 
An Exposition of the Principles of the 
Cours Pkilosophie Positive. By G. H. 
Lewes, Author of ' The Life of Goethe.' 
DRAPER (Dr. J. W.) A History of 
ihe Intellectual Development of Europe. 
2 vols. 

HEGEL’S Philosophy Of History. By 

J. Sibree, M.A. 

KANT’S Critique of Pure Reason. 

By J. M. D. Meiklejohn. 

— Prolegomena and Metaphysical 

Foundations of Natural Science, with Bio- 
mphy and Memoir by £. Belfort Bax. 
Portrait. 


LOGIC, or the Science of Inference. 

A Popular Manual. By J. Devey, 

MILLER (Professor). History Philo- 

sophically Illustrated, from the Fall of tlie 
Roman Empire to the French Revolution. 
With Memoir. 4 vols. 3;. 6d. each. 

SCHOPENHAUER on the Fourfold 

Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason, 
and on the Will in Nature. Trans, from 
the German. 

Essays. Selected and Translated by 

E. Belfurl Da\. [/?i t/ic pnss. 

SPINOZA’S Chief Works. Trans, with 
Introduction by R. H. M. Elwes. 2 vols. 

Vol. I.— Tractates Theologico-PoHticus 
—Political Treatise. 

Vol, IL— Improvement o the Under- 
standing — Ethics— Letters. 
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HtSKAKIBS, 


THEOLOGICAL LIBRARY. 


15 Vols, at 5j. each {except Chilling: 

BLEEK. Introduction to the Old 

Testament. By Friedrich Bleek. Trans, 
under the supervision of Rev. £. Venables, 
Residentiary Canon of Lincoln. 1 vols. 

GHILLINGWORTH’S Religion of 

Protestants. 3;. 6d, 

EUSEBIUS. Ecclesiastical History 

of Eusebius Pamphilius. Bishop of Cmsarea. 
Trans, by Rev. C. F. Cruse, M.A. With 
Notes, Life, and Chronological Tables. 

EVAGRIUS. History of the Church. 

— sSr# Theodoret. 

HARDWICK. History of the Articles 

of Religion ; to which is added a Series of 
Documents from a.d. 1536 to a.d. 1615. 
Ed. by Rev. F. Proctor. 

HENRY’S (^Matthew) Exposition of 

the Book of Psalms. N umerous Woodcuts. 

PEARSON (John, D.D.) Exposition 

of the Creed. Edit, by E. Walford, M.A. 
With Notes, Analj'sis, and Indexe.s. 


vth, y, 6 ( 1 .). (3/. 6d. per set.)* 

PHILO -JUDAIUS, Works of. The 

Contemporary of Josephus, l^s. by 
C. D. Yonge. 4 vols. 

FHILOSTORGIUS. Ecclesiastical 

History of.— SoMnnen. 

SOCRATES’ Ecclesiastical History. 

Comprising a History of the Church from 
Constantine, a.d. 305, to the 38th year of 
Theodosius II. With Short Account of 
the Author, and selected Notes. 

SOZ OMEN’S Ecclesiastical History. 
A.D. 324-440. With Notes, Prefatory Re- 
marks by Valesius, and Short Memoir. 
Together with the Ecclesiastical His 
TORY OR Philostorgius, as epitomised by 
Photius. Trans, by Rev. E. Walford, M.A. 
With Notes and brief Life. 

THEODORET and EVAGRIUS. His- 
tories of the Church from a.d. 332 to the 
Death of Theodore of Mopsuestia, a.d. 
427 ; and from a.d. 431 to a.d. 544. With 
Memoirs, 

WIESELER’S (Earl) Cftronologlca] 

Synopsis of the Four Gospels. Trans, by 
Rev. Canon Venables. 


ANTIQUARIAN LIBRARY. 


35 Vols. at 5j. each. 


ANGLO-SAXON CHRONICLE. - 

Bede, 

ASSER’S Life of Alft'ed.- 5 '^« Six O, E. 
Chronicles. 

BEDE’S ^enerable) Ecclesiastical 
History of England. Together with the 
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle. With Notes, 
Short Life, Analysis, and Map. Edit, by 
J. A. Giles, D.C.L. 

BOETEDTUS’S Consolation of Philo- 
sophy. King Alfred's Anglo-Saxon Ver- 
sion of. With an English Translation on 
raposite pages. Notes, Introduction, and 
(Jlossa^, by Rev. S. Fox, M.A. To 
which is added the Anglo-Saxon Version of 
the Metres of Boethius, with a free 
Translation by Martin F. Tupper, D.C.L. 

BRAND'S Popular Antiquities of 

England, Scotland, and Ireland. Illus- 
trating the Origin of our Vulgar and Pro- 
vincial Customs, Ceremonies, and S^er- 
stitions. By Sir Henry Ellis, K.H., F.R.S. 
Frontispiece. 3 vols. 


(8/. l$s. per set.) 

CHRONICLES of the CRUSADES. 

Contemporary Narratives of Richard Coeur 
de Lion, by Richard of Devizes and Geof- 
frey de Vinsauf; and of the Crusade at 
Saint Louis, by Lord John de Joinville. 
With Short Notes. Illuminated Frontis-j 
piece from an old MS. 

DYER’S (T. r. T.) British Popular 

Customs, Present and Past. An Account 
of the various Games and Customs asso- 
ciated with different Days of the Year in 
the British Isles, arranged according to the 
Calendar. By the Rev. T. F. Tniselton 
Dyer, M.A. ^ 

EARLY TRAVELS IN PALESTINE. 

Comprising the Narratives of Arculft 
Willibald, Bernard, Smwulf, Sigurd, Ben- 
i^in of Tudela, Sir John MaundeviUe, 
De la Brocquifere, and Maundrell ; all un- 
abridged. With Introduction and Notes 
by Thomas Wright. Map of Jerusalem. 



ANTIQUARIAN LIBRARY, 


II 


ELLIS (G.) Specimens of Early En- 

fflish Metrical Romances, relatint; to 
Arthur, Merlin, Guy of Warwick, Richard 
Cheur de Lion, Charlemagne, Roland, &c. 
&c. With Historilfal Intr^uction by J. O. 
Halliwell, F.R.S, Illuminated Frontis- 
piece from an old MS. 

ETHEL WERD, Chroulole of, --Set 

Six O. E. Chronkles, 

FLORENCE OF WORCESTER’S 

Chronicle, with the Two Continuations : 
comprising Annals of English History 
from the Departure of the Romans to the 
Reign of Edward I. Trans., with Notes, 
by Thomas Forester, M.A. 

GEOFFREY OF MONMOUTH. 

Chronicle of. — See Six O. E. Chronicles. 

GESTA ROMANORUM, or Enter- 

taining Moral Stories invented by the 
Monks. Trans, with Notes by the Rev. 
Charles Swan. Edit, by W. Hooper, M.A. 

GILDAS. Chronicle ot—See Six 0 . E. 
Chronicles, 

GIRALDUS CAMBRENSIS’ Histori- 
cal Works. Containing Topography of 
Ireland, and History of the Conquest of 
Ireland, by Hx. Forester, M.A. Itinerary 
through Wales, and Description of Wales, 
by Sir R. Colt Hoare. 

HENRY OF HUNTINGDON’S His- 
tory of the English, from the Roman In- 
vasion to the Accession of Henry II. ; 
with the Acts of King Stephen, and the 
Letter to Walter. By T. Forester, M.A. 
Frontispiece from an old MS. 

INGULFH’S Chronicles of the Abbey 

of Croyland, with the Continuation by 
Peter of Blois and others. Trans, with 
Notes by H. T. Riley, B.A. 

KEIGHTLEY’S (Thomas) Fairy My- 
thology. illustrative of the Romance and 
, Superstition of Various Countries. Frontis- 
piece by Cruikshank. 

LEFSIUS’S Letters ftrom Egypt, 

Ethiopia, and the Peninsula of Sinai ; to 
which are added, Extracts from his 
Chronology of the Egyptians, with refer- 
ence to the Exodus of the Israelites. By 
L. and J. B. Horner. Maps and Coloured 
View of Mount Barkal. 

MALLETS northern Antiquities, or 

an Historical Account of the Manners, 
Customs, Religions, and Literature of the 
Ancient Scandinavians. Trans, by Bishop 
Percy. With Translation of the Prose 
Edda, and Notes by J. A. Blackwell. 
Also an Abstract of the ‘ Eyrbyggia Saga ' 
by Sir Walter S<mtt. With Glossary 
a<^d Coloured Frontispiece. 


1 

MARCO POLO’S Travels; with Notes 
and Introduction. Edit, by T. Wright. 

MATTHEW PARIS’S English His- 
tory, from 1235 to 1273. By Rev. J. A. 
Giles, D.C.L. With Frontispiece. 3vols.— 
See also Roger of Wendover. 

MATTHEW OF WESTMINSTER’S 

Flowers of History, especially such as re- 
late to the affairs of Britain, from the be- 

g 'nning of the World to a.d. 1307, By 
. D. Yonge. 2 vols. 

NENNIUS. Chronicle of,— -See Six 

O. £. Chronicles, 

ORDERICUS VITALIS’ Ecclesiastical 

History of England and Normandy. With 
Notes, Introduction of Guizot, and the 
Critical Notice of M. Delille, by T. 
Forester, M.A. To which is added the 
Chronicle of St. Evroult. With Gene- 
ral and Chronological Indexes. 4 vols. 

PAUU’S (Dr. R.) Life of Alfred the 

Great. To which is appended Alfred's 
Anglo-Saxon Version ok Orosius. With 
literal Translation interpaged, Notes, and 
an Anglo-Saxon Grammar and Glossary, 
by B. Thorpe. Frontispiece. 

RICHARD OF CIRENCESTER. 

Chronicle of.— Six 0 , E. Chronicles, 

ROGER DE HOVEDEN’S Annals of 

English History, comprising the History 
of England and of other Countries of Eu- 
rope from A.D, 732 to A.D. 1201. With 
Notes by H. T. Riley, B.A. 2 vols. 

ROGER OF WENDOVER’S Rowers 

of History, comprising the History of 
England from the Descent of the Saxons to 
A.I). 123s, fonnerly ascribed to Matthew 
Paris. With Notes and Index by J. A. 
Giles, D.C.L. s vols. 

SIX OLD E?TGLISH CHRONICLES : 

viz., Asser’s Life of Alfred and the Chroni- 
cles of Elhelwerd, Gildas, Nennius, Geof- 
frey of Monmouth, and Richard of Ciren- 
cester. Edit., with Notes, by J. A. Giles, 
D.C.L. Portrait ot Alfred. 

WILLIAM OF MALMESBURY’S 

Chronicle of the Kings of England, from 
the Earliest Period to King Stephen. By 
Rev. J. Sharpe. With Notes by J. A, 
Giles, D.C L. Frontispiece. 

YULE-TIDE STORIES. A (Collection 
of Scandinavian and North-German Popu- 
lar Talcs and Traditions, from the Swedish, 
Danish, and German. Edit, by B. Thorpe. 
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BOHN^S LJBBARISS. 


ILLUSTRATED LIBRARY. 

8o Vcis, at Ss, eachf excepting those marked otherwise* (19/. 171. 6</. ptr set.) 


ALLSITB (Joseph) E.N.) Battles of 

the British Navy. Revised edition, with 
In^es of Names and Events, and 57 Por- 
traits and Plans. 2 vols. 

AmEBSEVrs Danish Fairy Tales. 

By Caroline Peachey. With Short Life 
and 120 Wood En^avings. 

ARIOSTO’S Orlando Fnrioso. In 

English Verse by W. S. Rose. With Notes 
and Short Memoir, Portrait after Titian, 
and 24 Steel Engravings. 2 vols. 

BEOHSTEnrs Cage and Chamber 

Birds: their Natural History, Habits, &c. 
Together with Sweet*.s British War- 
BLBRS. 43 Coloured Plates and Woodcuts. 

BONOMI’S Nineveh and its Palaces. 
The Di.scoveries of Botta and Layard 
applied to the Elucidation of Holy Writ. 
7 Plates and 294 Woodcuts. 

BDTLER’S HudibraS) with Variorum 
Notes and Biography. Portrait and 28 
Illustrations. 


CATTERMOLE’S Evenings at Had- 

don Hall. Romantic Tales of the Olden 
Times. With 24 Steel Engravings after 
Cattermole. 

CHINA) Pictorial, Descriptive, and 
Historical, with some account of Ava and 
the Burmese, Siam, and Anam. Map, and 
nearly 100 Illustrations. 

CRAIE’S (Q. L.) Pursuit of Know- 
ledge under Difficulties. Illustrated by 
Anecdotes and Memoirs. Numerous Wood- 
cut Portrmts. 

CRUIESHANK’S Three Courses and 

a Dessert ; comprising three Sets of Tales, 
West Country, Irish, and Legal ; and a 
M^ange. With 50 Illustrations by Cruik- 
shank. 

— — Punch and Judy. The Dialogue of 
the Puppet Show ; an Account of its Origin, 
&c. 24 Illustrations and Coloured Plates 
by Cruikshank. 

DANTE, in English Verse, by I. C. Wrigl^ 
M.A. With Introduction and Memoir. 
Portrait and 34 Steel Engravings after 
Flaxman. 


DIDRON’S Christian Iconography; 
a History of Christian Art in the Middle 
Ages. By the late A. N. Didron. Trans, 
by E. J. Millington, and completed, with 
Additions and Appendices, by Margaret 
Stokes. 2 vols. With numerous illustrations. 

Vol. T. The History of the Nimbus, the 
Aureole, and the Glory; Representations 
of the Persons of the Trinity. 

Vol. II. The Trinity; Angels; Devils 
The Soul ; The Christian Scheme. Appen 
dices. 

DTER (Dr. T. H.) Pompeii: its Build- 
ings and Antimiities. An Account of the 
City, with full Description of the Remuns 
and Recent Excavations, and an Itinerary 
for Visitors. By T. H. Dyer, LL.D. 
Nearly 300 Wood Engravings, Map, and 
Plan. 7s. 6d, 

Rome: History of the City, with 

Introduction on recent Excavations. 8 
Engravings, Frontisoiece, aild a Maps. 

GIL BLAS. The Adventuree of. 

From the French of Lesage by Smollett. 
24 Engravings after Smirke, and 10 Etch- 
ings by Cruikshank. 6za pages. 6s. 

GRIMM’S Gammer Grethel; or, Ger- 
man Fairy Tales and Popular Stories, 
containing 42 Fairy Tales. By Edgar 
Taylor. N umerous Woodcuts after Cruik- 
shank and Ludwig (kimm. 3*. 6d. 

HOLBEIN’S Dance of Death and 

Bible Cuts. Upwards of 150 Subjects, en- 

S aved in facsimile, with Introduction and 
escriptions by the late Francis Douce i 
pnd Dr. Dibdin. 

INDIA, Pictorial. Descriptive,, and 

Historical, from the Earliest Times, zoo 
Engravings on Wood and Map. 

JESSE’S Anecdotes of Dogs. With 
40 Woodcuts after Harvey, Bewick, and 
others ; and 34 Steel Engravings after 
Ckioper and iJandseer. ^ 

KING’S (C. W.) Natnral History of 

Precious Stones and Metals. Illustra- 
tions. 

KRUMMACHER’S Parables. 40 lUus< 

traiions. 



ILLUSTRATED LIBRARY, 


n 


LODGE’S Portrait! of muitrioai 

Personages of Great Britain, with Bio* 
^phical and Historical Memoirs. 840 
Portraits engraved^ on Steel, with the 
respective Biographies unabridged. Com* 
plete in 8 vols. 

LOKQFELLOW’S Poetical Work!, 

including his Translations and Notes, zi 
full-page Woodcuts by Birket Foster ana 
others, and a Portrait. 

— — - Without the Illustrations, 3^. td. 

— Prose Works. With 16 full-page 
Woodcuts by Birket Foster and others. 

LOUDON’S (Mrs.) Entertaining Na- 
turalist. Popular Descriptions, Tales, and 
Anecdotes, of more than 500 Animals. 
Numerous Woodcuts. 

MARRYATS (Copt., R.N.) Master- 

man Ready ; or, the Wreck of the Pacific. 
(Written for Young People.) With 93 
Woodcuts. 3s. 6rf, 

— - Mission ; or, Scenes in Afirica. 
(Written for Young People.) Illustrated 
by Gilbert and Dalziel. 3J. (id. 

— — Pirate and Three Cutters. (Writ- 
ten for Young People.) With a Memoir. 
8 Steel En^avings after Clarkson Stan- 
field, R.A. 3r. td. 

— — Mvateenman. Adventures by Sea 
and land One Hundred Years Ago. 
(Written for Young People.) 8 Steel En- 
gravings. 3r. (id. 

— Settlers in Canada. (Written for 
Young People.) 10 Engravings by Gilbert 
and Dalziel. jz. (id. 

— — Poor Jack. (Written for Young 
Peode.) With 16 Illustrations after Clark- 
son Stanfield, R.A. 3J. (id. 

Midshipman Easy. With S full- 

pi^e Illustrations. Small post Svo. 3Z. (id. 
Peter Simple. With 8 full-page Illus- 
trations. Small post Svo. 3.?. 6,/. 

MAXWELL’S Victories of WoUing- 
ton and the British Annies. Frontispiece 
and 4 Portraits. 

MICHAEL ANGELO and RAPHAEL. 

Their Lives and Works. By Duppa and 

g uatrem&re de Quincy. Portraits and 
nnavings, including the Last Judgment, 
and Cartoons. 

MHiLER’S jilstory of the Anglo- 

Saxons, from the Earliest Period to the 
N onnan Conquest. Portrait of Alfred, Map 
of Saxon Britain, and 12 Steel Engravings. 

MUDIE’S History of British Birds. 

RevisedbyW.C.L. Martin. 52 Figures of 
Birds and 7 coloured Plates of Eggs. 

8 vvols. 


NAVAL and MILITART HEROES 

of Great Britalh ; a Record of Britislr 
Valour on every Day in the year, from 
William the Conqueror to the Battle of 
Inkermann. By Major Johns, R.M., and 
Lieut. P. H. Nicolas, R.M. Indexes. 24 
Portraits after Holbein, Reynolds, &c. 69. 

NICOLINFS History of the Josnits : 

their Origin, Progress, Doctrines, and De- 
signs. 8 Portraits. 

PETRARCH'S Sonnets, TriumphS| 

and other Poems, in English Verse. Wth 
Life by Thomas Campbell. Portrait and 
15 Steel Engravings. 

PICKERING’S History of the Races 

of Man, and their Geographical Distribu- 
tion : with An Analytical Synopsis op 
THE Natural History of Man. By Dr, 
Hall. Map of the World and 13 coloured 
Plates. 

PICTORIAL HANDBOOK OF 

Modem Geography on a Popular Flan. 
Compiled from the best Authorities, Enclish 
and Foreign, by H. G. Bohn. 150 Wood- 
cuts and 51 coloured Maps. 

— Without the Maps, 39. 6d. 

POPE’S Poetical Works, including 
Translations. Edit., with Notes, by R. 
(^arruthers. 2 vols. 

Homer’s Diad, with Introduction 

and Notes by Rev. J. S. Watson, M.A. 
With Flaxman’s Designs. 

Homer’s Odyssey, with the Battle 

OP Frogs and Mice, Hymns, &c., by 
other translators inclutbng Chapman. In- 
troduction and Notes 1 ^ J, S. Watson, 
M.A. With Flaxman’s Designs. 

Life, including many of his Letters. 

By R. Carruthers. Numerous Illustrations. 

POTTERY AND PORCELAIN, and 

other objects of Vertu. Comprising an 
Illustrated Catalogue of the Bernal Col- 
lection, with the prices and names of the 
Possessors. Also an Introductory Lecture 
on Pottery and Porcelain, and an Engraved 
List of all Marks and Monograms. By 
H. G. Bohn. Numerous Woodcuts. 

With coloured Illustrations, los. 6d, 

PROUTS (Father) Reliques. Edited 
by Rev. Fj» Mahony. Copyright edition, 
with the Author's last corrections and 
additions. 2x Etchings by D. Maclise, 
R.A Nearly 600 pages. 

RECREATIONS IN SHOOTING. With 
some Account of the Game found in the 
British Isles, and Directionsfor the Manage- 
ment of Dog and Gun. By * Craven.’ 62 
Woodcuts and 9 Steel Engravings after 
A. Cooper, R.A. 
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BOBIPS LIBRARIES. 


REMKIE. InSiect Arq^ltectnre. Re- 
* vised by Rev. J. G. Wood, M.A, 186 
Woodcuts. 

ROBINSON CRUSOE. With Memoir of 
Defoe, 12 Steel Engravings and 74 Wood- 
cuts after Stothard and Harvey. 

Without the Engravings, v* 

ROME IN THE NINETEENTH CEN- 

tury. An Account in 18x7 of the Ruins cf 
the AncientCity, and Monuments of Modem 
Times. By C. A. Eaton. 34 Steel En- 
gravings. a vols. 

SHARPE ^.) The History of Egypt, 

from the Earliest Times till the Conquest 
by the Arabs, a.d. 640. 2 Maps and up- 
wards of 400 Woodcuts. 2 vols. 

SOUTHEfS Life of Neleon. With 
Additional Notes, Facsimiles of Nelson’s 
Writing, Portraits, Plans, and 50 Engrav- 
ings, after Birket Foster, &c. 

STARLING’S (Miss) Noble Deeds of 

Women; or, Examples of Female Courage, 
Fortitude, and Virtue. With 14 Steel Por- 
traits. 

STUART and REVETT’S Antiqnltiee 

of Athens, and other Monuments of Greece ; 
with Glossary of Terms used in Grecian 
Architecture. 71 Steel Plates and numerous 
Woodcuts. 

SWEET’S British Warblers. $s.-^ee 

Bechstein. 

TALES OF THE GENU ; or, the 

Delightful Lessons of Horam, the Son of 
Asmar. Trans, by Sir C. Morrell. Numer- 
ous Woodcuts. 


TASSO’S Jerusalem Delivered. In 
English ^enserian Verse, with Life, by 
T. H. Wifien. With 8 Engravings and #4 
Woodcuts. r 

WALKER’S Manly EzerciBCs; con- 
taining Skating, Riding, Driving, Hunting, 
Shooting, Sailing, Rowing, Swimming, &c. 
44 Engravings and numerous Woodcuts. 

WALTON’S Complete Angler, or the 

Contemplative Man’s Recreation, by Izaiik 
Walton and Charles Cotton. With Me- 
moirs and Notes by £. Jesse. Also an 
Account of Fishing Stations, Tackle, &c., 
by H. G. Bohn. Portrait and 203 Wood- 
cuts, and 26 Engravings on Steel. 

— 7 Lives of Donne, Wottom Hooker, 
&c., with Notes. A New Edition, re- 
vised by A. H. Bullen, with a Memoir 
of Izaak Walton by William Dowling. 6 
Portraits, 6 Autograph Signatures, &c. 

WELLINGTON, Life of. From the 
Materials of Maxwell. 18 Steel En- 
gravings. 

— - Victories Ot,See Maxwell, 

WESTROPP (H. M.) A Handbook of 

Archeology, Eg^tian, Gre^^, Etruscan, 
Roman. By H. M. Westropp. Numerous 
Illustrations. 

WHITE’S Natural History of Sel- 
bome, with Observations on various Parts 
of Nature, and the Naturalists’ Calendar. 
Sir W. Jardine. Edit., with Notes and 
Memoir, by E. Jesse. 40 Portraits and 
coloured Plates. 


CLASSICAL LIBRARY. 

Translations from the Greek and Latin. 

103 Voh, at 5f. each^ excepting those marked otherwise. (254 4s. 6d. per^set,) 


ACHILLES TATIUS. - AVr Creek 
Romances. 

iESCHTLUS, The Dramas of. In 

English Verse by Anna SwaRiwick. 4th 
edition. 

— The Tragedies of. In Prose, with 
Notes and Introduction, by T. A. Buckley, 
B.A. Portrait, sr. fd. 

AMMIANUS MARCELLINUS. His- 
tory of Rome during the Reigns of Con- 
stantius, Julian, Jovianus,Valentinian, and 
Valens, by C. D. Yonge, B.A. Double 
volume. 7J. 6^. 


ANTONINUS (M. Anrelitis), The 

Thoughts of. Translated, with Notes. 
Biographical Sketch, and Essay on the 
Philosophy, by George Long, M.A. 
3r, 6rf. Fine Paper edition on hand-m.ide 
paper. 6i\ V 

APOLLONIUS RHODIUS. ‘ The Ar- 

gonautica.’ Translated by E. P. Coleridge. 

APULEIUS, The Worke of, Com- 
wising the Golden Ass, God of S9Crates, 
Floricm, ^ and Discourse of Magic, &c. 
Frontbpiece. ^ ^ 



CLASSICAL LIBRARY. 
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ARISTOPHANi^’ Comedies. Trans., 

with Notes and Extracts from Frere’s and 

? :her Metrical Versions, by W. J. Htckte. 
Ortrait. a vols. 

*1 

ARISTOTLE’S Nioomachean Ethics. 

Trans., with Notes, Analytical Introduc- 
tion, and Questions for Students, by Yen. 
Archdn. Browne. ^ 

' — Politics and Economics. Trans., 
with Notes, Analyses, and Index, by E. 
Walford, M.A., and an Essay and Life by 
Dr. Gillies. 

— Metaphysics. Trans., with Notes, 
Analysis, and Examination Questions, by 
Rev. John H. M'Mahon, M.A. 

— History of Animals. In Ten Books. 
Trans., with Notes and Index, by R. 
Cresswell, M.A. 

• Organon ; or, Logical Treatises, and 
the Introduction of Porphyry. With N otes, 
Analysis, and Introduction, by Rev. O. 
F. Owen, M.A. 2 vols. 3X. td. each. 

Rhetoric and Poetics. Tr:^, with 
Hobbes’ Analysis, Exam. Questions, and 
Notes, by T. Buckley, B.A. Portrait. 

ITHENAIUS. The Doipnosophists. 

Trans, by C. D. Yonge, B.A. With an 
Appendix of Poetical Fragments. 3 vols. 

ATLAS of Classical (Geography. 2a 

large Coloured Maps. With a complete 
Index. Imp. 8vo. ^s. td, 

BION.— .9^^ Theocritus . 

CiESAR. Commentaries on the 

Gallic and Civil Wars, with the Supple- 
mentary Books attributed to Hirtius, in- 
cluding the complete Alexandrian, African, 
and Spanish Wars. Portrait. 

CATULLUS, Tibullus, and the Vigil 

of Venus. Trans, with Notes and Bio- 
graphical Introduction. To which are 
added, Metrical Versions by Lamb, 
Grainger, and others. Frontispiece- 

CICERO’S Orations. Trans, by C. U. 

Yonge, B.A. 4 vols. 

— On Oratory and Orators. With 
Letters to Quintus and Brutus. Trans., 
with Notes^y Rev. J. S. Watson, M.A. 

On the Nature of the God^ Divi- 
nation, Fate, Laws, a Republic, Consul- 
ship. Trans, by C. D. Yonge, B.A. 

Academics, De Finibus, and Tuscu- 
lan Questions. By C. D. Yonge, B.A. 
With Sketch of the Greek Philosophers 
pentioned by Cicero. 


CICERO’S 

— - Offices : Moral Duties. Cato 

Major, an Essay on Old ; Laeitus, an 
Essay on Friendship; Scipio’s Dream; 
Paradoxes ; Letter to Quintus on Magis- 
trates. Trans., with Notes, by C. R. Ed- 
monds. Portrait. 35. td. 
DEMOSTHENES’ Orations. Trans., 
with Notes, Arguments, a Chronological 
Abstract, and Appendices, bv C. Rann 
Kennedy. 5 vols. (One, 35. td ; four, jr.) 

DICTIONARY of LATIN and OREEK 

Quotations ; including Proverbs, Maxims, 
Mottoes, Law Terms and Phrases. With 
the Quantities marked, and English Trans- 
lations. With Index Verborum(62a pages). 
— — Index Verborum to the above, with the 
Quantities and Accents marked (56 pages), 
Hmp cloth. If. 

DIOGENES LAERTIUS. Lives and 

Opinions of the Ancient Philosophers. 
Trans., with Notes, by C. D. Yonge, B.A. 

EPICTETUS. The Discourses of. 

With the Encheiridion pd Fragments. 
With Notes, Life, and View of his Philo- 
sophy, by George Long, M.A. 
EURIPIDES. Trans, by T. A. Buckley, 
B.A. Portrait, a vols. 

GREEK ANTHOLOGY. In English 
Prose by G. Burges, M.A. With Metrical 
Versions by Bland, Merivale, and others. 

GREEK ROMANCES of HellodornSf 

Longus, and Achilles Tatius; viz., The 
Adventures of Theagenes and Chariclea ; 
Amours of Daphnis and Chloe ; and Loves 
of Clitopho and Leucippe. Trans., with 
Notes, by Rev. R. Smith, M.A, 

■HELIODORUS.— .Viv Creek Romames, 

HERODOTUS. Literally trans. by Rev. 

Henry Cary, M.A. Portrait. 

HESIOD, CALLIMACHUS, and 
Theognis. In Prose, with Notes and 
Biographical Notices by Rev. J. Banks, 
M.A. Together with the Metrical Ver- 
sions of Hesiod, by Elton ; Callimachus, 
by Tytler ; and Theognis, by Frere. 
HOMER’S niad. In English Prose, with 
Notes by T. A. Buckley, B.A. Portrait. 

Odyssey, Hymns, Epigram^ and 

Battle of the Frogs and Mice. In E^lisK 
Prose, with Notes and Memoir by T. A, 
Buckley, B.A. 

HORACE. In Prose by Smart, with Notes 
selected by T. A. Buckley, B.A. For- 
trait. 3x. td, 

JULIAN THE EMPEROR. Containing 
Gregory Ma/ian?ci’s 'J’wo Invectives and 
Lihumis’ Monody, with Julian’s Theosophi- 
t al Works. By the Rev. C. W. King, M.A, 
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BOHirS LIBRARIES. 


JUSTIN, CORNELIUS NEPOS, and 

Eutropius. Trans., vitb Notes, by Rev. 
J. S. Watson, M.A. 

JUVENAL; PERSIUS, SULPICIA, 

and Lucihus. In Prose, with Notes, 
Chronoloncal Tables, Arguments, by L. 
Evans, M.A. To which is added the Me* 
trical Version of Juvenal and Persius by 
Gifford. Frontispiece. 

LIVT. The History of Rome. Trans, 
by Dr. Spillan and others. 4V0I8. Portrait. 

LONGUS. Daplinis and ChXoG.—SccGreek 
Romances, 

LUCAN’S Pharsalia. In Prose, with 
Notes by H. T. Riley. 

LUCIAN’S Dialogues of the Gods, 
of the Sea Gods^ and of the Dead. Trans, 
by Howard Williams, M.A. 

LUCRETIUS. In Prose, with Notes and 
Biographical Introduction by Rev. J. S. 
Watson, M.A. To which is added the 
Metrical Version by J. M. Good. 

MARTIAL’S Epigrams, complete. In 
Prose, with Verse Translations selected 
froih English Poets, and other sources. 
Dble. vol. (670 pages), ^s. td. 

MOSCHUS ,-^Ste Theocritus. 

OVID’S Works, complete. In Prose, 
with Notes and Introduction. 3 vols. 
FAUSANIAS’ Description of Greece. 
Tran.s., with Notes and Index, by Rev. 
A. R. Shilleto, M.A., sometime Scholar of 
Trinity College, Cambridge. 2 vols. 

PHALARIS. Bentley’s Dissertations 

Ujpon the Epistles of Phalaris, Themisto* 
cles, Socrates, Euripides, and the Fables 
of iEsop. With introduction and Notes 
by Prof. W. Wagner, Ph.D. 

PINDAR. In Prose, with Introduction 
and Notes by Dawson W. Turner. To- 
gether with the Metrical Version by Abra- 
ham Moore. Portrait. 

PLATO’S Works. Trans, l.y Rev. H. 
Cary, H. Davis, and G. llurges. 6 vols. 

——Dialogues. A Summary and Analysis 
of. With Analytical Index to the Greek 
text of modem editions and to the above 
translations, by A. Day, LL.D. 

PLAUTUS’S Comedies. In Prose, with 
Notes by H. T. Riley, B.A. a vols. 

FLINT’S Natural History. Trans., 
with Notes, by J. Bostock, M.D., F.R.S., 
and H. T. Riley, B. A. 6 vols. 

PUNT. The Letters of Pliny the 
Younger. Melmoth's Translation, revised, 
with Notes and short Life, by Rev. F. C. 
T. Bosanquet, M.A. 
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PLUTARCH’S Morals. Theosophical 
Essays. Trans, by Rev. C. W. King, M.A. 

Ethical Essays. Trans, by Rfv. 

A. R. Shilleto, M.A.^ 

— Llyes. Seepage 7. 

PROPERTIUS, The Elegies of. With 
Notes, translated by Rev. P. J, F. 
GantillAi, M.A., with metrical versions 
of Select Elegies by Nott and Elton. 
2s. 6d. 

QUINTILIAN’S Institutes of Oratory. 

Trans., by Rev. J. S. Watson, M.A. 
2 vols. 

SALLUST, FLORUS, and VELLEIUS 

Paterculus. Trans., with Notes and Bio- 
graphical Notices, by J. S. Watson, M.A. 

SENECA DE BENEFICIIS. 'JVan.'>- 
lated by Aubrey Stewart, M.A. 3r. 6d. 

SENECA’S Minor Essays. Translated 
by A. Stewart, M.A. 

SOPHOCLES. The Tragedies of. In 

Prose, with Notu, Arguments, and Intro 
duction. Portrait. 

STRABO’S Geography. Trans., witli 
Notes, by W. Falconer, M.A;, and H. C. 
Hamilton. Copious Index, giving Ancient 
and Modem Names. 3 vols. 

SUETONIUS’ Lives of the Twelve 
Caesars and Lives of the Grammarians. 
The Translation of Thomson, revised, with 
Notes, by T. Forester. 

TACITUS. The Works of. Trans., 
with Notes. 2 vols. 

TERENCE and FHiEDRUS. In Eng- 
lish Prose, with Notes and Arguments, by 
H. T. Riley, B.A. To which is added 
Smart’s Metrical Version of Phaedrus. 
With Frontispiece. 

THEOCRITUS, BION, MOSCHUS, 

and Tyrtaeus. In Prose, with Notes and 
Arguments, by Rev. J. Banks, M.A. To 
which are appended the Metrical, Ver- 
sions of Chapman. Portrait of Theocritus. 

THUCTDIDES. The Peloponnesian 
War. Trans., with Notes, by Rev. H. 
'Dale. Portrait. 2 vols. 3;. 6d. each. 

TYUTJEJJB.-See Theocritus, 

VIRGIL. The Works of. In Prose, 
with Notes by Davidson. Revised, with 
additional Notes and Biographical Notice, 
by T. A. Buckley, B.A. Portrait. 3^. td, 
XENOPHON’S Works. Trans., with 
Notes, by J. S. Watson, M.A., and Rev. 
H. Dale. Portrait. In 3 vols. 
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COLLEGIATE SERIES. 


* ^10 Vols, at each, 

DANTE. The Inferno. Prose Trans., 
with the Text of the Original on the same 
page, and Explanatory Notes, by John 
A. Carlyle, M.D. Portrait. 

— ■ The Pnrgatorlo. Prose Trans., with 
the Original on the same j^ge, and Ex- 
planatory Notes, by W. S. Dugdale. 

DOBREE’B Adverearia. (Notes on the 
Greek and Latin Classics.) Edited by the 
late Prof. Wagner. 2 vols. 

DONALDSON (Dr.) The Theatre of 
the Greeks. With Supplementary Treatise 
on the Lan^age, Metres, and Prosody of 
the Greek Dramatists. Numerous Illus- 
trations and 3 Plans. By J. W. Donald- 
son, D.D. 

GOETHE'S Faust. Part I. German 'I'exl, 
\»ith Hayward’s Prose Translation and 
Notes. Revised, with Introduction and 
bibliography, by Dr. C. A. lluchheim. 

[/« i/ie fress. 

EEIGHTLEY’S (Thomas) Mythology 
of Ancient Greece and Italy. Revised by 
Dr. Leonhyd Schmitz, za Plates. 


(2/. IQS, per set.) 

HERODOTUS, Notes on. Original 

and Selected from the best Commentators. 
By D. W. Turner, M.A. Coloured Map. 

Analysis and Summary oL with 

a Synchronistical Table of Kvents—Tables 
of Weights, Measures, Money, and Dis- 
tances— an Outline of the History and 
Geography— and the Dates completed from 
Gaisford, Baehr, &c. By J. T. Wheeler. 

NEW TESTAMENT (The) in Greek. 

Griesbach’s Text, with the Readings of 
Mill and Scholz.and Parallel References 
Also a Critical Introduction and Cluotic- 
iogical Tables. Two Fac-similes of Greek 
Manuscripts. 650 pages. 3^. 6 J, 

or bound up with a Greek and English 

Lexicon to the New Testament (250 pages 
additional, making in all goo). 5s. 

The Lexicon separately, 2s. 

THUCYDIDES. An Analysli and 

Summary of. With Chronological Table 
of Events, &c., by J. T. Wheeler, 


SCIENTIFIC LIBRARY. 

50 Vots. at 5^. eachj excepting those marked otherwise. (13/. 6 s. od. per set.) 


AGASSIZ and GOULD. Outline of 

Comparative Physiology. Enlarged by 
Dr. Wright. With Index and 300 Illus- 
trative Woodcuts. 

BOLLEY’S Manual of Technical 

Analysis; a Guide for the Testing and 
Valuation of the various Natural and 
Artificial Substances employed in the Arts 
and Domestic Economy, founded on the 
work of Dr. Bolley. Edit, by Dr. Paul. 
^ :oo Woodcuts. 

BRIDGEWATER TREATISES. 

— £?ell (Sir Charles) on the Hand; 

its Mechanism and Vital Endowments, as 
evincing Design. Preceded by an Account 
of the Author^ Discoveries in the Nervous 
System by A. Shaw. Numerous Woodcuts. 

— Klrhy m the History. Habits, 
and Instinct/of Animals. With Notes by 
T. Rymer Jones, zoo Woodcuts, a vols. 

— — Buchland’s Geology and Mlner- 
aloCT. With Additions by Prof. Owen, 
Prof Phillips, and R. Brown. Memoir of 
BuckWd. Portrait. 2 vols. isr. Vol. L 
Text. Vol. 11 . go large plates with letter- 
press^ 


BRIDGEWATER TREATISES. 

CoKtinued. 

— - Chalmers on the Adaptation of 

Extern.'il Nature to the Moral and Intel- 
lectual Constitution of Man. With Memoir 
by Rev. Dr. Gumming. Portrait. 

Front’s Treatise on Chemistry, 
Meteorology, and the Function of Diges- 
tion, with reference to Natural Theology 
Edit, by Dr. J. W. Griffith. 2 Maps. 

— Roget’s Animal and Vegetable 
Physiology. 463 Woodcuts. 2 vols. 
each. 

— Kidd on the Adaptation of Ex- 
ternal Nature to the Physical Condition of 
Man. 3s. (id. 

CARPENTER’S (Dr. W. B.) Zoology. 

A Systematic View of the Structure, Ha- 
bits, Instincts, and Uses of the principal 
Families of the Animal Kingdom, and of 
the chief Forms of Fo-ssil Remains. Re- 
vised by W. S. Dallas, F.L.S. Nunu rous 
Woodcuts. 2 vols. 6r. each. 

— Mechanical Philosophy. Astro- 
nomy, and Horology. A Popular Expo- 
sition. 181 Wocdcuis. 
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BOHiTS LIBRARIES, 


CARPENTER’S 

•— Vegetable Physiology and 

teoiatic Botany. A complete Introduction 
to the Knowledge of Plants. Revised by 
E. Lanl ester, M.D., &c. Numerous 
Woodcuts. 6s. 

— ~ Animal Physiology. Revised Edi- 
tion. 300 Woodcuts. 6s. 

CHilVREnL on Colonr. Containing 
the Principles of Harmony and Contrast 
Colours, and their Application to the 
Arts ; including Pmnting,^ Decoration, 
Tapestries, C^ets. Mosaics, Glazing, 
Staining, Calico Printing, Letterpress 
Printing, Map Colouring, Dress, Land- 
scape and Flower Gardening, &c. Trans, 
by C. Martel. Several Plates. 

— ^ With an additional series of i6 Plates 
in Colours, yr. 6d. 

ENNEMOSER’S History of Magic. 
Trans, by W. Howitt. With an Appendix 
of the most remarkable and best authenti- 
cate Stones of Apparitions, Dreams, 
Second Sight, Table-Turning, and Spirit- 
Rapping, &c. a vols. 

BIND’S Introduction to Astronomy. 
With Vocaeiary of the Terms in present 
use. Numerous Woodcuts. 3^. 6a. 

BOGG’S (Jabez) Elements of Experi- 
mental and Natural Philosophy. Being 
an Easy Introduction to the Study^ of 
Mechanics, Pneumatics, Hydrostatics, 
Hydraulics, Acoustics, Optics. Caloric, 
Electricity, Voltaism, and Magnetism. 
400 Woodcuts. 

BUMBOLDT’S Cosmos; or, Sketch 

of a Physical Description of the Universe. 
Trans, by E. C. Ott6, B. H. Paul, and 
W. S. Dallas, F.L.S. Portrait. 5 vols. 
y. 6d. each, excepting vol. v., ss. 

— Personal Narrative of his Travels 

in America during the years 1799-1804. 
Trans.« with Notes, by T. Ross. 3 vols. 

- Views of Nature ; or, Contem- 
plations of the Sublime Phenomena of 
Creation, with Scientific Illustrations. 
Trans, by E. C. Ott^. 

BUNT’S (Robert) Poetry of Science ; 

or. Studies of the Physical Phenomena of 
Nature. By Robert Hunt, Professor at 
the School of Mines. 

JOTOB’S Scientific Dialogues. A 

Familial Introduction to the Arts and 
Sciences. For Schools and Young People. 
Numerous Woodcuts. 

JOYCE’S Introduction to the Arts 

and Sciences, for Schools and Young 
Pe^le. Divided into I.«sjons with Ex- 
amination Questions. Wr^odcuts. y. 6d. 


JUKES-BROWNE’S Student’s Hand- 
book of Physical Geology. By A. J. 
Jukes-Browne, of the Geological Surveyor 
England. With nume; jus Digrams and 
Illustrations, 65. 

— — The Student’s Handbook of 

Historical Geology. By A, J. Julces- 
Brown, B.A., F.G.S., of the Gemogical 
Survey of England and Wales. With 
numerous Diagrams and Illustrations. 6s. 

The Building of the British 

Islands. A Study in Geographical F.volu- 
tion. By A J. Jukes-Browne, F.G.S. 
7f . 6d. 

KNIGHT’S (Charles) Knowledge la 

Power. A Popular Manual of Political 
Economy. 

LILLY. Introduction to AMtrolory. 

With a Grammar of Astrology and Tables 
for calculating Nativities, by Zadkiel. 
MANTELL’S (Dr.) Geological Ex- 
cursions through the Isle of Wight and 
along the Dorset Coast. Numerous Wood- 
cuts and Geological Map. 

— — Petrifactions and their Teach- 
ings. Handbook to the Organic Remains 
in the British Museum. N umerous Wood- 
cuts. 6r. 

Wonders of Geoloj^ j or, a 

Familiar Exposition of Georogical Pheno- 
mena. A coloured Geological Map of 
England, Plates, and 200 Woodcuts, a 
vols. js. 6d. each. 

SCHOUW’S Earth, Plants, and Man. 
Popular Pictures of Nature. And Ko- 
bell's Sketches from the Mineral Kingdom. 
Trans, by A. Henfrey, F.R.S. Coloured 
Map of the Geography of Plants. 
SMITH’S (Fye) Geology and Scrip- 
ture ; or, the Relation between the Scriptures 
and Geological Science. With Memoir. 

STANLEY’S Classified Synopsis of 

the Principal Painters of the Dutch and 
Flemish Schools, including an Account of 
some of the early German Masters. By 
George Stanley. 

STAUNTON’S Chess Works. 

page 21. 

STOCKHARDT’S Experlniental 
Chemistry. A Handbook for the Study 
of the Science by simple Experiments. 
Edit, by C. W. Heaton, F.C.S. Nu- 
merous Woodcuts. 

URE’S (Dr. A.) Cotton Manufactnre 

of Great Britaim systematically investi- 
gated; with an Introdnct?^ View of its 
Comparative State in Foreign Countries. 
Revised by P. L. Simmon£. - 150 Illus- 
trations. a vols. 

Philoso]^hy of Mannfiactnres, 

or an Exposition of the Scientific, Moral, 
and Commercial Economy of the Factory 
System of Great Britmn. Revised by 
P. L. Simmonds. Numerous ^igt^. 
800 pages, -js. 6d. 
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ECONOMICS AND FINANCE. 

ClILBART’S Hlftory. Principles, and Practice of Banking. Revised to t88i hf 
A. S. Michie,%>f the Royal Bank ot Scotland. Portrait of Gilbart. a vols. lor. 

RICARDO on the Principles of Political Economy and Taxation. Edited 
by E. C. K. Conner, M.A., Lecturer, University College, Liverpool. [Y« //w pr<ss. 

SMITH (Adam). The Wealth of Nations. An Inquiry into the N.'iture and 

Causes of. Edited by E. Belfort Bav. 2 vols. js. 


REFERENCE LIBRARY. 

Volumes at Various Prices. (8 /. i8j. per set.) 


BLAIR’S Chronological Tables. 

Comprehending the Chronology and His- 
tory of the World, from the Earliest Times 
to the Russian Treaty of Peace, April 1856. 
By J. W. Rosse. 800 pages. 10s. 

Index of Dates. Comprehendine 

the principal Facts in the Chronology and 
History of the World, from the Earliest to 
the Present, alphabetically arranged ; being 
a compete Index to the foregoing. By 
J. W. Rosse. a vols. 51. each. 

BOHN’S Dictionary of Quotations 

from the English Poets. 4th and cheaper 
Edition. 6r. 

BOND’S Handy-book of Rules and 

Tables for Verifying Dates with ^he Chris- 
tian Era. 4th Edition, sr. 

BUCHANAN’S Dictionary of Science 

and Technical Terms used in Philosophy, 
Literature, Professions, Commerce, Arts, 
and Trades. By W. H. Buchanan, with 
Supplement. Edited by Jas. A, Smith. 6s. 

CHRONICLES OF THE TOfiOS. A 

Select Collection of Epitaphs, with Essay 
on Epitaphs and Observations on Sepul- 
chral Antiquities. By T. J. Pettigrew, 
F.R.S., F.S.A. sr. 

CLARK’S (Hugh) Introduction to 

Heraldry. Revised by J. R. Planchi. 51. 
940 Illustrations. 

— — iViik the lUustrations coloured^ 15*. 
COlNSi Manual ot.-^See Humphreys. 

COOPER’S Biog^raphical Dictionary. 

Containing concise notice., of upwards of 
15,000 eminent persons of all ages and 
countries.^ 2 vols. 55. each. 

DATES, Index of.—.S'^^ Blah* 

DICTIONARY of Obsolete and Pro- 
vincial English. Containing Words from 
Efiglish Writers previous to the 19th 
Century. By Thomas Wright, M.A., 

. F.S.A., &c. a vols. sr. each. 


EPIGRAMMATISTS (The). A Selec- 
tion from the Epigrammatic Literature 
Ancient, Mediaeval, and Modem Times. 
With Introduction, Notes, Observations, 
Illustrations, an Appendix on Works con- 
nected with Epigrammatic Literature, 
by Rev. H. Dodd, M.A. 6r. 

GAMES, Handbook of. Edited by 
Henry G. Bohn. Numerous Diagrams. 

Sr. (.Vtr also page 2 1 .) 

HENFREY’S Guide to Enxlish 

Coins. Revised Edition, by C. F. Keary. 
M.A., F.S.A, With an Historical Intro* 
duction. 6s. 

HUMPHREYS’ Coin Collectors’ 
Manual. An Historical Account of the 
Progress of Coinage from the Earliest 
Time, by H. N. Humphreys. 140 Illus- 
trations. a vols. ss. each. 

LOWNDES’ Bibliographer’s Manual 

of English Literature. Containing an Ac- 
count of Rare and Curious Books pub- 
lished in or relating to Great Britain and 
Ireland, from the Invention of Printing, 
with Biographical Notices and Prices, 
by W. T. Lowndes. Parts I.-X. (A to Z), 
y. 6d, each. Part XI. (Appendix Vol.), 
Ss. Or the ii parts in 4 vols.. half 
morocco, 2/. m. Also in 6 vols, cloth, y. 
each. 

MEDICINE, Handbook of DomesttCf 
Popularly Arranged. By Dr. H. Davies. 
700 pages, ss. 

NOTED NAMES OF FICTION. 

Dictionary of. Including also Familiar 
Pseudonyms, Surnames bestowed 00 Emi- 
nent Men, &c. By W. A. Wheeler, M.A. y. 

POLITICAL CYCLOPiEDlA., A 

Dictionary of Political,^ Constitutional, 
Statistical, and Forensic Knowledge ; 
forming a Work of Reference on subjects 
of Civil Administration, Political Economy. 
Finance, Commerce, Laws, and Social 
Relations. 4 vols. 3s. 6d. each. 
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BOffN'S LIBRARIES, 


1 


PROVERBS, Handbook of. Con- 
taining an ontire Re^ublication of Ra^s 
Collection, with Additions from Foreign 
Languages and Sayings, Sentences, 
Maxims, and Phrases, sr. 

— A Polyglot of Foreign. Com- 
prising French, Italian, German, Dutch, 
Spanish, Portuguese, and Danish. With 
English Translations, sr. 


SYNONYMS and ANTONYMS; or, 

Kindred Words and their Opposites, Col- 
lected and Contrasted by Yen. C. 5 * 
Smith, M.A. 55. c 

WRIGHT (Tb.) —See Dictionary. 


NOVELISTS' LIBRARY. 

13 Vohmts at 3J. 6i/. each^ excepting those marked otherwise, (2/. Sj. (id. per set.) 


BJORNSON'S Arne and the Fisher 
liussie. Translated from the Norse with 
an Introduction by W. H. Low, M.A. 

BtTRNEY’S Evelina ; or, a You^ 
Lady's Entrance into the World. By 
Burney (Mme. D'Arblay). With Intro- 
duction and Notes by A. R. Ellis, Author 
of ' Sylvestra,’ &c. 

Cecilia. With Introduction and 
Notes by A. R. Ellis, a vols. 

DE BTAEL. Corlnno or Italy. 

By Madame de Stael. Translated by 
Emily Baldwin and Paulina Driver. 

EBEBS’ Egyptian Princess. Trans. 

by Emma Buchbeiin. * 


FIELDING’S Joseph Andrews and 

his Friend Mr. Abraham Adams. With 
Roscoe’s Biography. Cruikshank’s lUut, 
irations. 

Amelia. Roscoe’s Edition, revised, 

Cruikshank's Illustrations. Sf. 

History of Tom Jonesj a Fonnd« 

ling. Roscoe’s Edition. Cruikshank's 
Illustrations. 2 vols. 

GROSSES Marco Visconti* Ttans. 

byA.F.D. ^ 

MANZONI. The Betrothed: being 
a Translation of ‘I Promessi Sposi/ 
Numerous Woodcuts, z vol. ss. 

STOWE (Mrs. H. B.) Uncle Tom’s 
Cabin ; or, Life among the Lowly. 8 full- 
page Illustrations. 


ARTISTS' LIBRARY. 

9 Volumes at Various PHces, (2/. (id. ter set.) 


BELL fSir Charles). The Anatomy 

and Philosophy of Expression, as Con- 
nected with the Fine Arts. 55. llluvtrated. 

DEMMIN. History of Arms and 

Armour from the Earliest Period. 
Auguste Demmin. Trans, by C. ( 5 . 
Black, M.A., Assistant Keeper, S. K. 
Museum. 1900 Illustrations, ^s. 6 d, 
FAIBHOLT’S Costume In England. 
Iltird Edition. Enlarged and Reused by 
the Hon. H. A. Dillon, F.S.A. With 
more than 700 Engravings. 2 vols. 52. 
each. 

Vol. I. History. Vol. II. Glossary. 

FLAXMAN. Leotnres on Sonlptnre. 

With Three Addresses to the R. A. by Sir 
R. Weatmacott, R.A., and Memoir cf 
FUxman. Portrait and 53 Platf.s. 6 s. 


HEATON’S Concise History of 

Painting. New Edition, revised by 
W. Cosmo Monkhousc. si'. • 

LECTURES ON PAINTING by the 

Royal Academicians, Barry, Opie, b'useli. 
With Introductory Essay and Notes by 
R. Wornum. Portrait of Fuseli, sr. 

LEONARDO DA VINCI’S Treatise 

on Painting. Trans, by J. F.,Rigaud, R.A. 
With a Lite and an Accounrof his Works 
by J. W. Brown. Numerous Plates. 5;. 

PLANCHE’S History of British 

Costume, from the Earliest Time to the 
iQth Century. By J. R. Planche« 400 
Illustrations. 5X. 
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LIBRARY OF SPORTS AND GAMES. 

» 


lo Volumes at 3?. (ni. and c 

BOHN’S Handbooks of Athletic 

Sports. ^V’ith numerous Illiislrntiuns. In 
7 vols. 3?. (>d. each. 

Vol. I.— Cricket, by Hon. and Rev. E. 
T.yttelton; Lawn Tennis, by H. W. W. 
Wilberforce ; Tennis, Rackets, and Fives, 
by Julmn Marshall, M.ajor Spens, and J. A. 
'I'ait ; Golf, by W. T. Linskill ; Hockey, 
Ijy F. S. Cre.sweil. 

Vol. II.— Rowing and Sculling, by W. 
lb Woodgatc ; Sailing, by E. F. Knight ; 
Swimming, by M. and J. R. Cobbett. 

Vol. III. — Boxing, by R. G. Allanson- 
Vinn ; Single Stick and Sword Exercise, 
by R. G. Allanson-WInn and C. Phillipps- 
Wollcy ; Wrestling, by Walter Armstrong ; 
Fencing, by H. A. Colmore Dunn. 

Vol. IV.— Skating, by Douglas Adams ; 
Rugby Football, by Harry Vassall ; Asso- 
ciation Football, by C. W. Alcock. 

• \_Tii the ^rcss. 
\’ol. V. — Cycling .and Athletics, by 
H. 11 . Griffin ; Rounders, Field Ball, Base- 
lt.all. Bowls, Quoits, Skittles, &c.,byj. M. 
Walker, M.A., Assistant Master Bedford 
(lramm.ar School. l/n the /ress, 

Vol. VI.— Gymnastics, by A. F, Jenkin ; 
Clubsand Dumh-bells, by G. i*. B. Cobbett 
and A. F. Jenkin. [/« the presx. 

Vol. VII. — Riding, Driving, and Stable 
Man.agcment. By W. A. Kerr, V.C., an«l 
, other writers. t/’n'/a;/;/-,-. 

BOHN’S Handbooks of Games. New 

Edition, cuiirely rewritten. 2 volumes, 
y. 6 d. each. 

Vol. I. Table Game.s. 

Content.s : — Billiards, with Pool, Pyr.a- 
m ds, and Snooker, by Major-Gen. A. W. 
Drayson, F.R.A.S., with a preface by 
W. J. Peali— Bagatelle, by ‘Berkeley — 
Chess, by R. F. Green— Draughts, Back- 
gammon, Dominoes, Solitaire, Revcr.si, 


Jj. eac'/t. ( 2/. 6.f. Oil. per set.) 

I Go Bang, Rouge ct noir, Roulette, E.O., 
I Ha/.'ird, Fare, by ‘ Berkeley.* 

Vol. II. C.ARD Games. 

I* Contents Wliist, by Dr. William Pole, 

I F.R.S., Author of ‘The Philosophy of 
Whist, &c.’ — Solo Whist, by R. F. Green ; 
Piquet, Ecarte, Euchre, Bdvique, and 
Cribliage, by ‘ Berkeley ; ’ Poker, Loo, 
Vingt-et-un, Napoleon, Newm.arket, Rouge 
et Noir, Pope Jo.an, Speculation, &c. /kc., 

! by Baxter- Wray. 

: CHESS CONGRESS of 1862. A coU 

lection of the games played. Edited by 
I J. Lfiwenthal. New edition, 55. 

' MORPHY’S Games of Chess, belns 

! the Matches and best Games play^ by the 
American Champion, with explanatory and 
analytical Notes by J. Lbwenthal. With 
short Memoir and Portrait of Morphy. 5:?. 

STAUNTON’S Chess-Player’s Hand- 
book. A Popular and Scientific Intro- 
duction to the Game, with numerous Dia- 
I grams. 5^’. 

! — Chess Praxis. A Supplement to the 
; Chess-player’s Handbook. Containing the 
most important modem Improvements in 
the Openings ; Code of Chess Laws ; and 
a Selection of Morphy's Games. Annotated. 
636 pages. Diagrams. 5^ . 

— Chess-Player’s Companion. 

j Comprising a Treatise on Odds, Collection 
I of Match Games, including the Frencli 
j Match with M. St. Amant, and a Selection 
of Original Problems. Diagrams and Co- 
I loured Frontispiece. 5^. 

i — Chess Tournament of 1851. 

A Collection of Games played at this oele- 
brated assemblage. Wi^ Introduction 
and Notes. Numerous Diagrams. 5^. 
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BOHN’S CHEAP SERIES. 


Price IJ. each, 

A Series of Compkie Stories or Essays^ mostly reprinted from Vo/s. in 
Bohn^s Libraries^ and neatly hound in stiff paper cover ^ ivith 
cut ed^rsy suitable for Raihvay Reading. 


ASCHAM (Roger). ScholcmaBter. 

iJy Professor Mayor. 

CARPENTER (Dr. W. B.). Physi- 
ology of Temperance and Total Abstinence. 

EMERSON. England and English 

Characteristics. Lectures on the Race, 
Ability, Manners, Truth, Character, 
Wealth, Religion. &c. &c. 

— • Nature : An E.ssay. To which are 
added Orations, Lectures, and Addresses. 

• — Representative Men : Seven Lec- 
tures on Plato, Swkdenboro, Mon- 
TAK'iNE, Shakespeare, Napoleon, and 
Goethe. 

— — Twenty Essays on Various Sub- 
jects. 

The Conduct of Life. 

FRANKLIN (Benjamin) . Autobio- 
graphy. Edited by J. Sparks. 

HAWTHORNE (Nathaniel). Twice- 

told Tales. Two Vols. in One. 

— — Snow Image, and Other Tales. 

Scarlet Letter. 

House with the Seven Gables. 

Transformation ; or the Marble 

Fawn. Two Parts. 

HAZLITT (W.). Table-talk : Essays 
on Men and Manners. Three Parts. 

— — Plain Speaker ; Opinions on Books, 
Men, and Things. Three P.irts. 

— — Lectures on the English Comic 
Writers. 

— LectufCs on the English Poets. 
Lectures on the Characters of 

Shakespeare’s Plays. 

- — Lectures on the Literature of 

the Age of Elizabeth, chiefly Dramatic. 


] IRVING (Washington). Lives of 

I Successors of Mohammed. 

I Life of Goldsmith. 

' Sketch-book. 

: — Tales of a Traveller. 

Tour on the Prairies. 

Conquests of Granada and 

Spain. T>vo Parts. 

' Life and Voyages of* Columbus, 

I Two Parts. 

I Companions of Colnmbus : Their 

. Voyages and Discoveries, 

Adventures of Captain Bonne- 
ville in the Rocky Mountains and the Far 
West. 

Knickerbocker’s History of New 

York, from the beginning of the World to 
the End of the Dutch Dynasty, 

Tales of the Alhambra. 

Conquest of Florida under Hcr- 

j nando dc Soto. 

Abbotsford & Newstcad Abbey. 

; Salmagundi ; or, The Whim-Wham.^, 

and Opinions of Lalncklot l..^^’r;sTAlT■', 
Esq. . 

! Bracebridgo Hall; or. The Hu. 

j moiirists. 

i Astoria ; or, .\necdote.s of an Enter* 

I prise beyond the Rocky hlountains. 

I Wolfert’s Roost, and other Talcs. 

! 

LAMB (Charles). Essltyfl of Elia, 
j With a Portrait. 

1 Last Essays of £li&. 

I —— Eliana. With Biographical Sket ;h. 

i MARRYAT (Captain). Pirate and 

I the Three Cutters. With a Memoir oJ 

i the .Author. 
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Bohn’s' Select Library of Standard Works. 


Price 1^. in paper covers, and is. 6 d. in cloth. 

1. Bacon’s Essays. With Introduction and Notes. 

2. Lessing’s tAOKOON. Beasley’s Translation, revised, with Intro- 

duction, Notes, 8^c., by Edward Bell, M.A. With Frontispiece. 

3. Dante’s Inferno. Translated, with Notes, by Rev. H. F. Cary, 

4. Goethe’s Faust. Part I. Translated, with Introduction, by 

Anna Swanwick. 

5. Goethe’S Boyhood. Being Part 1 . of the Autobiography. 

Translated by J. Oxenford. 

6. Schiller’s Mary Stuart and The Maid of Orleans. Trans- 

lated by J. MelHsb and Anna Swamvick. 

7. The Queen’s English. By the late Dean Alford. 

8. Life and Labours of the late Thomas Brassey. By Sir 

A. Helps, K.C.B. 

9. Plato’s Dialogues : The Apology— Crito—Phaedo—Protagoras. 

With Introductions. 

10. Moli^:re’s Plays: The Miser—Tartuffe— The Shopkeeper turned 

Gentleman. Translated by C. H. Walt, M.A. With brief Memoir. 

1 1. Goethe’S Reineke Fox, in English Hexameters. By A. Rogers. 

12. Oliver Goldsmiths Plays. 

13. Lessing’s Plays : Nathan the Wise— Minna von Bamhclm. 

14. Plautus’s Comedies: Trinummus — Menaechmi — Aulularia— 

Captivi. 

15. Waterloo Days. By C. A. Eaton. With Preface and Notes by 

Edward Bell. 

16. Demosthenes— On the Crown. Translated by C. Rann 

Kennedy. 

17. The Vicar of Wakefiet.d. 

18. Oliver Cromwell. By Dr. Reinhold Pauli. 

19. The Perfect Life. By Dr. Channing. Edited by his nephew, 

Rev. W. H. Channing, 

20. Ladies in Parliament, Horace at Athens, and other pieces, 

by Sir George Otto Trevelyan, Bart. 

21. Defoe’s The Plague in London. 

22. Drying’s Life of Mahomet. 

23. Horace’s Odes, by various hands. [Ouf 0/ Print. 

24. Burke’s Essay on ‘The Sublime and Beautiful.’ With 

Short Memoir. 

25. Haufe’s Caravan. 

26. Sheridan’s Plays. 

27. DANTE’f Purgatorio. Translated by Cary. 

28. Harvey’s Treatise on the Circulation of the’Blood 

29. Cicero’s Friendship and Old Age. 

30. Dante’s Paradiso. Translated by Cary. 



THE NEW WEBSTER. 

AN ENTIRELY NEW EDITION. 
Thorcnighly Revised; considerably Enlarged, and 
reset in neiu type front beginnino to end. 



2118 PAGES. 3500 ILLUSTRATIONS. 

Prices: Cloth, £i lu. (>d.; Sheep, £2 2s.; 
Half Russia, £2 5J. ; Calf £2 8^. 

Editorial work upon this revision has been in active progres? for over 10 years. 

Not less than 100 editorial labourers have been engaged upon it. 

Over 00 , 000 /. was expended in its preparatioit before the first copy v*as printed. 

Websterjs the Standard in our Postal Telegraph Department. 

Webster is the Standard in the U.S. (jovernment Printing Office. 

The Times said of the last edition : ‘ It has all along kept a leading position. 

'['he Quarterly Review said : ‘ Certainly the best practical dictionary extant.' 

'I'he Lord Chief Justice of England said : * I have looked, so that I may not go 
wrong, at Webster's Dtction.\rv, a work of the greate.st learning, research, and 
ability.’ 

The Chief Justice of the U.S. A. said-: 'I have used and relied Webster’.*^ 
Unabridged Dictionary for many )cars, and entirely concur in the general' 
commendation it has received.’ 

The otiJf/ AirtlioriHed cnid Complete Edition, 


LONDON : GEORGE BELL AND SONS. 
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